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PART ONE 


PAINTING UNDER THE TUDORS 


CHAPTER I 

HENRY VIll AND THE GENERATION 
OF HOLBEIN 

THE year 1531, in which the Convocation of Canterbury recognized Henry VIII as the 
Supreme Head of the Church in England, can conveniently be taken to mark the close 
of the medieval period of art in England. By 1535, at any rate, most of the old religious 
themes in painting were proscribed and the painter was no longer able to exercise his 
art in what had been the most fruitful field of subject-matter for artists in Europe for a 
thousand years. A taste for pictures of classical mythologies had not been imported as 
yet from Italy, and a new and national tradition of painting had to grope its way to 
birth by exploring the only outlet which remained, the field of portraiture. Wc can 
best estimate the nature of this subject-matter from the finest surviving monument 
of Pre-Reformation figure style, the windows of King’s College Chapel, Cambridge, 
which were set up between 1515 and 1531*'*. If Henry VIII had been endowed with any 
of the qualities necessary for a royal patron of the arts, a wonderful opportunity was 
to hand for welding the painter’s art to the service of a Protestant kingdom. For, 
by the end of 1532, Hans Holbein, who had paid an earlier visit of a year and a half 
to London, had come to settle in England for the remainder of his life, driven by 
economic necessity to seek fortune in what seemed a hopeful and prosperous kingdom 
as a change from the meagre prospects for a great artist in a city, such as Basel, torn 
by the religious disturbances of the Reformation. Holbein, conscious of his prodigious 
abilities, came to the Court of Henry VIII as a speculation, as Leonardo and Bramantc, 
two generations before, had come to the Court of the Sforzas at Milan. His powers were 
frittered away to as little purpose as Leonardo’s were by his royal patron, but, by the 
time of his death in 1543, he had left few fields of art in England untouched. On paint¬ 
ing, where there was little native tradition, his influence was less than on the art of the 
printer or goldsmith, perhaps also less than his influence on architectural decoration. But 
‘modern’painting, in any serious sense (as opposed to ‘medieval’ painting), may properly 
be said to begin in Britain with Holbein’s second and final visit in 1532. 

Portrait Painting in England before Holbein 

The remains of portrait painting of the period before Holbein’s arrival are somewhat 
more meagre than has hitherto been supposed, since the ‘Lady Margaret Beaufort’ in the 
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National Portrait Gallery (allegedly of 1460/70) has proved to have another head beneath 
its present surface. There is, in fact, no portrait known of before 1500 (apart from a few 
miniatures in books) which can reasonably be supposed to be taken from the life. We 
have, however, record of the fleeting visits of two foreign portrait painters of distinction 
in the early years of the sixteenth century, each upon one of those matrimonial occa¬ 
sions between sovereigns which were the chief means of familiarizing one nation with 
the portrait art of another. In 1505 a painter who can, with reasonable confidence, be 
identified as the Flemish-trained Michel Sittow (1469-1525), Court Painter in succession 
to Isabella the Catholic and to Margaret of Austria, accompanied Hermann Rinck, the 
agent of Maximilian, King of the Romans, on an embassy to offer to Henry VII one of 
Maximihan’s daughters in marriage. On 20 October 1505, as the inscription on the 
picture (National Portrait Gallery) states, he painted Henry VII at the order of Hermann 
Rinck, and the portrait can be traced, Avith considerable probability, in the 1516 and 1524 
Inventories of Margaret of Austria.^ What may be an earlier portrait of Henry VII, 
probably taken also from life (Bush Sale, New York 1951: formerly Earl Brownlow), 
could be by a Flemish or a British hand. It has been wildly associated ^ with the second 
recorded visit of a foreign painter, that of Jean Perreal (c. 1460-1530), Court Painter 
to Louis XII of France, who came to London in September 1514 in connexion 
with Louis’ marriage to Mary Tudor, sister of Henry VIII. Certainly a prototype of 
this kind of Henry VII was in England, since other early versions survive in English 
collections. 

It is with more or less pedestrian copies of standard royal portraits that native painters 
in England seem to have been mainly occupied during the opening years of the sixteenth 
century. It is possible (but has not yet been seriously explored) that something of the 
same sort also existed in Scotland. There is little evidence for date in the surviving 
examples, and stylistic criteria are not of much avail where comparative material is lack¬ 
ing and the paintings are of more or less subacsthetic character. There is documentary 
evidence that series of portraits of kings (or, at least, of ‘images’ of kings) were known 
in England as early as the fourteenth century, and certain late fifteenth-century images 
of this kind (the named king being Athelstan) belong to the Society of Antiquaries in 
London: but the only serious evidence for dating such works as survive is that some of 
the repainted examples at Windsor are presumed to be identical with those mentioned 
in the 1542 and 1547 Inventories-’ of the collections of Henry VIII, where they seem to 
have been regarded with the respect due to works of some antiquity. In general style 
these are more or less similar, and the latest born of the sitters is Prince Arthur (d. 1502), 
portraits of whom are not hkely to have been in much demand any length of time after 
his death. Such serial portraits were undoubtedly produced right up to the end of the 
sixteenth century and probably, with very little change of style, well into the seventeenth 
century, so that the status of other examples or series which survive must await a 
detailed technical examination which has never been attempted. The chief groups which 
survive (all different in serial compositon and none complete) arc in the possession of 
the Duke of Northumberland, the Marquess of Salisbury, the Society of Antiquaries 
(once in the Paston family’s possession), and a remarkable scries which was at Southam 
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Dclabcre until the sale, by Sotheby’s, ii June 194.7; a few of this last group, and some 
others, are in the National Portrait Gallery. An example in relatively pure condition, 
with a reasonable chance of being an early example of this class, is the ‘Henry VI’ 
(National Portrait Gallery, 2450; Plate ia). Journeyman work of this kind is to be met 
with also in France and the Low Countries, and there is nothing specifically British 
about this kind of image. 

The only painter’s name which can, in fact, be associated with such portraits is that of 
a Fleming, Joannes Corvus, whose two surviving works appear to be only very little more 
individuahzed than these mages of dead sovereigns, although he is generally presumed 
to have had access to his sitters - but even this is by no means certain. It is generally 
accepted, and seems probable, tliat ‘Joannes Corvus Flandrus’ - as liis name once appeared 
on the frames, both now destroyed, of‘Bishop Foxe* at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, 
and ‘Princess Mary Tudor’ at Sudeley Castle - is the latinized form of Jan Rav, who 
matriculated into the Painters’ Guild at Bruges in 1512; of ‘Jehan Raf, painctre dc 
Flandres’, who painted a map of England for Francois 1 in 1532, and a ‘pourtraict de la 
ville de Londres’ for the same King in 1534 (which possibly implies his presence in 
England before that date); and of‘John Raven, born in Flanders’ (but not described as a 
painter), who acquired naturalization in England 13 May 1544. It is also generally but 
more rashly accepted that the ‘Foxe’ may date c, 1518 (or before 1522, which is a date 
which appears on a variant portrait of Foxe of a similar type at Sudeley Castle) and that 
‘Mary Tudor’ (from her age of thirty-four, wliicli was also recorded on the lost frame) 
dates c, 1530. But neither of these portraits has the air of being taken from life, and it is at 
least equally likely that they are copies by Corvus (perhaps of the 1540s) of earlier paint¬ 
ings, and that Corvus is an unimportant artist, the accidental preservation of whose name 
has lent liim an artificial interest. A much more distinguished artist of the same presumed 
class is the painter of‘Margaret, Countess of Salisbury’, r. 1532/5 (National Portrait 
Gallery; Plate ib). 

Painters other than Holbein in the Service of Henry VIII 

The English work of Holbein is best considered in immediate precedence to that of his 
successors, and it will be best to consider first the other names of painters, for they arc still 
little more than names, which occur in the Household Expenses of Henry VIII. It can be 
stated at once that Henry VIII was not a considerable patron of the art of painting. It was 
tapestries wliich were the chief artistic adornment of the walls of his palaces, and on wliich 
he spent relatively large sums. He could not, however, avoid employing painters, and 
those who served him can be divided into two distinct classes, the Serjeant Painters and 
those who otherwise formed part of his household. The Serjeant Painters^ do not, at first, 
properly fall into the province of a history of painting. But, as names arc few at this 
period, and we know those of the Serjeant Painters, attempts have been made at various 
times to attribute existing works to them. They were extensively employed in the multi¬ 
farious painting works needed on special and festive occasions, and the preamble to the 
patent of Robert Streeter in 1679 as Serjeant Painter gives the fullest account of their 
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charge: ‘Serjeant Painter of all our works as well belonging to our royal palaces and 
houses as to our Great Wardrobe as also within our Office of Revels as also for our Stables, 
ships and vessels, barges, close barges, coaches, chariots, caroches, litters, waggons and 
close cars, tents and pavilions, Herald’s Coats, trumpets, banners and for funerals to be 
solemnized.’ The first of them was John Browne, whose patent of appointment dates 
II January 1511/12: Browne died in December 1532, but a reversionary grant of office 
(dated 19 June 1532) had already been given witloin liis lifetime to his successor, Andrew 
Wright: Wright was succeeded by Anthony Toto (grant dated 26 January 1543/4), who 
died in 1557/8, but seems to have abandoned the exercise ofhis office by 1554. Toto is the 
only one of these who must, on present knowledge, be also considered as a painter of 
pictures, but reference should perhaps be made to a fine portrait of a lady, dated 1536 and 
by a Flemish painter, on which an inscription has been read as ‘AW’ and dubiously inter¬ 
preted as the signature of Andrew Wright (Lee Collection, Courtauld Institute of Art, 
London University). 

The painters who appear in the surviving volumes of the household books of Henry 
VIII are Luke Hornebaud (Horneband, Homebolte, etc.), Gerard Hornebaud, Vincent 
Vulpe, Anthony Toto, and Bartholomew Pemii: there is also Nicholas da Modena, who 
was certainly an artist of some kind, but may perhaps not have practised painting. Little 
that was painted by any of them for Henry VIII can be identified with the remotest 
probability, and the only one of them of whose work it is permissible to speak with any 
conviction is Gerard Hornebaud, who appears in the accounts for 1528 to 1531 but seems 
probably to have returned soon afterwards to his native Ghent, where he was dead by 
1540. He appears to have been a distinguished manuscript illuminator and cannot be 
associated with any other class of work. Luke Hornebaud, however, must certainly have 
been a painter of real importance and was held in the highest esteem, being paid always a 
higher salary than Holbein himself (555. 6d. a month) from his first appearance in the 
household accounts in 1528 until his death in May 1544. 

Luke Hornebaud came from a large family of Ghent artists, and seems to have been 
born, presumably at Ghent, about 1490/5: he came to England some time between 1523 
and his first appearance in the household accounts in October 1528. On 22 June 1534 he 
was made a denizen and appointed painter to the King.-^^ Vulpe, certainly an Italian, was 
employed mainly in the same kind of tasks as the Serjeant Painters, and the attribution 
to him of the scries of gay pageant pictures at Hampton Court, ‘The embarkation of 
Henry VIII from Dover, 1519’, ‘The Field of the Cloth of Gold’, ‘The meeting of 
Henry VIII and Maximilian’, etc. - which were probably ordered and painted in the Low 
Countries - is certainly inacccptable. 

We ought to be on surer ground with the other two Italians, Penni and ‘Toto’, who 
appear almost inseparably together in the accounts, for we have independent confirma¬ 
tion of their background from Vasari. Bartolommeo di Michele Pemii was born in 
Florence in 1491, the brother of Gianfranccsco Penni and (apparently) of Luca Penni, 
both better known High Renaissance artists: he is first documented in the household 
accounts, with Toto, in 1530, became a denizen in 1541, continued to receive his quarterly 
wages in 1547/8, and was probably dead by 1553. He was probably less important than 
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‘Toto , whose real name was Antonio di Nunziato d* Antonio. The latter was a pupil of 
Ridolfb Ghirlandajo and acquired the nickname ofToto del Nunziata in Florence, where 
he was bom 8 January 1498/9. On 28 September 1519 he signed a contract at Florence 
with Torrigiano to remain with him for four and a half years and to exercise his art in 
Italy, France, Flanders, England, Germany ‘or anywhere else in the world’ for a certain 
salary. Torrigiano was the Italian sculptor employed on the tomb of Henry VII, but he 
in fact finally left England soon after 1519. It is probable, however, that Toto had by then 
come to England (probably with Peiini) and it is a fair hypothesis that he was employed 
by Wolsey, since it is immediately after the fall of Wolscy (October 1529) that Toto and 
Penni first appear in the royal service.^ Toto was made a denizen 26 June 1538: his New 
Year gifts to the King, probably of his own painting, include a picture of the ‘Calumny of 
Apelles’ on New Year 1538/9, and a ‘Story of King Alexander’ at New Year 1540/1. In 
January 1543/4 he became Serjeant Painter (perhaps the first ‘artist’ to hold that appoint¬ 
ment) and he seems to have retained that appointment until about the accession of 
Queen Elizabeth, since he died 1557/8. We have to imagine his style as a watered 
version of Florentine style of about 1510/20, perhaps modified by prolonged experience 
of the Netherlandish Mannerist style, but the little we know about him is valuable since 
it gives a clue to the existence of some other kind of painting than portraiture at the Court 
of Henry VIII. One specimen survives of the kind of ambitious subject picture, in a 
mixed Flemish and Italianate style, wliich we may imagine to have been in vogue in 
London in the middle of the sixteenth century - the ‘Judgement of Solomon’ in the Hall 
of the Middle Temple. 

Of other contacts with artists independent of Holbein it is worth mentioning that ‘one 
Ambros Paynter to the queue of Navara’ (possibly Ambrosius Benson) visited the King 
at Eltham on 13 June 1532;^ and the painter of the ‘Henry VlII’ at Hampton Court (of 
which a repetition belongs to the Merchant Taylors* Company), who is conceivably 
rather than probably Joos van Clevc, is also to be reckoned with. It is generally accepted, 
but is far from certain, that the inscribed scroll held by the King in this portrait (from St 
Mark xvi. 15) alludes to the publication of Miles Coverdalc’s English version of the Bible 
in 1536. 


Holbein in England 

The development of Holbein’s style docs not belong to the history of painting in England, 
but some account of his art in its mature form is necessary for the understanding of the 
work of his successors in Britain. He was bom in Augsburg 1497/ 8 and trained there and, 
by the time he settled in Basel in 1519, he had paid a short visit to North Italy (in particular 
to Lombardy) and, hke Diircr before him, had fused something of the spirit of the Italian 
with that of the Northern Renaissance. He is the great artist of the Northern humanist 
movement, which had its centre in Basel round the personalities of Erasmus (whose work 
he illustrated) and the printer, Froben, for whom he designed a very large number of 
woodcuts. Had it not been for the troubles caused by the Reformed religion at Basel, 
which drove him to seek employment in England, he might well have become a great 
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religious painter. As things turned out, his mature painting was mainly in the field of 
portraiture, where he remains imsurpasscd for sureness and economy of statement, 
penetration into character and a combined richness and purity of style. 

In 1526, just before his first visit to England, he had painted the small ‘Venus’ and ‘Lais’ 
(both at Basel) which reveal a knowledge both of Leonardo and of Raphael. He thus 
arrived in London in the autumn of 1526 the heir of all that was best and noblest in 
European art. He came with a letter from Erasmus to his friend Sir Thomas More, written 
from Basel. ‘Here’, says Erasmus, ‘the arts are freezing, he is coming to England to scrape 
some angels together’ {t 4 t corrodat aliquot An^elatos) - which leaves one in no doubt that 
the Journey was prompted by economic necessity rather than by any higher motive. 
The glamour, for Erasmus at any rate (who may well have advised Holbein to this move), 
of the early years of Henry VIII had not yet evaporated: the years when Erasmus’s pupil. 
Lord Mountjoy, later tutor to the young Prince Henry, had written to his old teacher 
(1509): ‘Our King is not after gold, or gems, or precious metals, but virtue, glory, 
immortality.’ That so much promise could have come to so little fruit was more than the 
optimistic Erasmus could believe, but More, while saying to Erasmus in reply ‘your 
painter is a wonderful man’ adds ‘I fear he won’t find England as fruitful as he had hoped’. 
Nor did he, but it would appear that the prospects seemed to him better than at Basel. 
This first visit lasted only until the spring or early summer of 1528 and his patrons for 
portraiture were drawn only from the small group, of which More was the most con¬ 
spicuous, who were in touch with the international humanist movement: ‘Archbishop 
Warham’ 1527 (Louvre); ‘Sir Thomas More’ 1527 (Frick Gallery, New York; Plate 2); 
‘John and Thomas Godsalve’ 1528 (Dresden); and the astronomer ‘Niklaus Kratzer’ 1528 
(Louvre). His major project on this visit was the lost (perhaps luicompleted) group of 
‘The family of Sir Thomas More’ ‘in watercolours’, of which there remains a diagram¬ 
matical drawing at Basel and a later life-size copy in oil at Nostell Priory; and drawings 
from the life for seven of the heads arc at Windsor. This group of drawings ranks among 
the supreme masterpieces of portraiture and surpasses in quality the more schematic and 
more rapidly executed drawings of Holbein’s later English years. The sanguine assump¬ 
tion that so great a painter could not have been in England and enjoyed the patronage of 
one so close to the Court as More without some royal patronage has led to the general 
acceptance that a certain ‘Master Hans’ who had a share in the decoration of the banquet¬ 
ing house erected at Greenwich in February 1527 for the reception of the Ambassadors 
of Fran<jois I, was Holbein. But Hans (or John) is among die commonest names and 
there is nothing whatever to support the supposition. 

The few English portraits of this first visit are more elaborate in their pattern and 
artistry than the later English group and they have no successors in the work of Holbein’s 
following in England. That of‘Sir Thomas More’ may be taken as a standard for their 
style. Except for the work of Titian nothing of the same Senatorial dignity of presentation 
was being produced in European portraiture at this time, but the means-predominantly 
linear - are the exact opposite to Titian’s. The figure bulks largely in a clearly defined 
space whose cubical volume is deliberately reduced by a curtain - in the closely similar 
‘Sir Henry Guildford’ 1527 at Windsor, the same effect is produced by a drawn curtain 
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on a rod, and in the companion ‘Lady Guildford* 1527 in St Louis a column with a trans¬ 
verse tiebeam serves the same purpose; features, hands, and the carriage of the body arc 
all used to convey character with equal effect, and the whole work has a Shakespearean 
profundity and seems to convey the full image of a European personage. The very 
maturity of the style must have made such portraits seem strange in England to all but 
the international humanist circle, and, when Holbein came to London again, his style 
became more unadorned for English sitters. 

After four more uneasy years at Basel, Holbein was back in London by the end of 1532 
and he died in London between 7 October and 21 November 1543. The patrons of his 
earlier visit were dead or had fallen into disgrace, and it was the merchants of the Hansa 
Steelyard in London who were his first patrons. He painted for their Hall, about 1533/5, 
two large allegories in grisaille on a blue ground, executed in tempera on linen, of the 
‘Triumph of W^ealth’ and the ‘Triumph of Poverty*. The two pictures left England in the 
seventeenth century, were last heard of in 1691, and are now known only from drawings 
and engravings. Other than portraits these were the most important work of a more or 
less permanent character which Holbein painted in England, but no echo can be traced of 
their influence on later British painting. 

The chief portraits of the members of the Steelyard were painted in London in 1532 
and 1533 and are now at Berlin, Windsor, New York, Brunswick, and Vienna. The most 
elaborate is the ‘Georg Gisze’ 1532 (Berlin), and in this and ‘The Ambassadors* (National 
Gallery), which was his major work in 1533, it looks as though he were deliberately trying to 
show off his powers of imitation, perhaps to catch the unsubtlc appreciation of tlie Court. 

The first Court official he is known to have painted on this second visit to England was 
‘Robert Cheseman’ 1533 (The Hague). It was perhaps not long afterwards that he 
painted ‘Thomas Crom weH’ (Frick Gallery, New York), and the first ot Henry’s Queens 
that he certainly painted was ‘Jane Seymour* (Vienna; Plate 3), whose portrait probably 
dates soon after her marriage in May 1536. From that time onward he was on the official 
pay-roll of Henry VIII’s Household. 

The portrait of ‘Jane Seymour* may be taken as the standard for Holbein’s second 
English style. The figure is no longer seen (as was the ‘Sir Thomas More*) as displacing 
with its bulk a recognizable section of space: it approaches rather to a flat pattern, made 
alive by a bounding and vital outline. Reynolds, speaking from an eighteenth-century 
standpoint, speaks of a kind of defect in the background of pictures, which ‘have the 
appearance of being inlaid, like Holbcin*s portraits which arc often on a bright green or 
blue ground*.^ Tliis analysis is very just, but, rather than criticize this effect, we should 
seek to inquire into the reasons for this change of style. It may be due to the specific taste 
of the English Court, to a changing trend in European painting, to the conditions under 
which the painter worked, or to a combination of all three of these causes. 

There is no doubt that Henry VIll never appreciated Holbein’s potential capacity as an 
artist. He probably esteemed him chiefly for being, in the words of the British Ambassador 
at Brussels in 1538, ‘very excellent in making Physiognomies’, and he sent him to foreign 
Courts in 1538 and 1539 on the (to him) immensely important task of painting possible 
wives for himself. In March 1538 Holbein was at Brussels to paint Christina of Denmark, 
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‘Duchess of Milan’ (National Gallery), and in 1539 he was at Diiren to paint ‘Anne of 
Cleves* (Louvre). In the case of the Duchess of Milan we know from the Ambassador’s 
dispatches that he had only one sitting of three hours, and yet the completed full-length 
picture is one of the most vital and lively portraits ever painted. In this one sitting he may 
be presumed to have made only a drawing — such as exist in the wonderful scries of 
portrait drawings at Windsor ~ and notes of colour: the portrait was later elaborated in 
the studio without further direct access to the sitter. Similar conditions may well have 
prevailed with most of his aristocratic English sitters, and, in the Windsor collection, 
which perhaps represents more or less what was in Holbein’s studio at the time of his 
death, we have the one living element which went to the building up of those elaborate 
pieces of jewellery and dress which some of his later portraits seem to be. Tliis tendency 
to flat pattern, with elaborate dresses and aloof, inscrutable features, persisted in England 
right into the reign of James I, but it is uncertain whether it was imposed on the artist by 
the taste of his patrons or was a convention dictated by his limited access to his sitters. At 
the same time it should be noted that Court portraiture in other European centres was 
developing on similar lines, with a plain background and an emphasis on costume and 
silhouettes. The work of Cranach at the Court of Saxony and of Bronzino at Florence 
shows exactly the same tendency, in this respect, as Holbein’s later English portraits, 
and a parallel change of style is found in the work of Hans Eworth after he settled in 
England. 

Holbein’s first portraits of Henry VIII seem to date from 1537, the year in wliich he 
was commissioned to paint in fresco upon the wall of the Pri vy Chamber in the Palace 
of Whitehall the commemorative group of Henry VIII and Jane Seymour with Henry 

VII and Elizabeth of York. The date was to be seen on the original, as can be seen in the 
small copy made by van Leemput, in 1667, which is now at Hampton Court. The 
original perished in the Whitehall fire, but, by a miracle, a part of the original cartoon 
survives (National Portrait Gallery; Plate 4). It represents a slightly different version of 
Henry VIII’s head, which was turned full face in the final work. Everything but the 
architectural detail of this group must have been dictated to Holbein. What went on in 
the Privy Chamber is not known, but it was certainly accessible to visitors: we know 
from van Mander’s account in 1604 that the image of the King made a somewhat over¬ 
whelming effect, and the whole painting and its pattern is an almost medieval ‘painted 
document’, with the figures centred round a text which was designed to compare Henry 

VIII not unfavourably with his father and to glorify the House of Tudor. 

The head of the King in the cartoon was used also for the only other certain portrait of 
Henry VIII by Holbein which survives: a small picture on a very different scale (formerly 
Earl Spencer: now Thyssen collection, Lugano) in the style of Clouet’s portraits. This 
form of portrait is rarely to be paralleled in Holbein’s work, but it has a probable com¬ 
panion in the ‘Jane Seymour’ at The Hague. 

No other major works for the King are recorded, but Holbein was engaged, at the 
time of his death, upon a large painting which must certainly have had royal approval - a 
picture commemorating the granting of a charter in 1541 by Henry VIII to the Barbers 
and Surgeons, who were recombined into a single society on this occasion. This is an even 
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more medieval work in spirit than the W^hitehall fresco and the whole pattern of the 
picture must have been dictated by Holbein’s patrons. As Wornum has remarked, ‘the 
principle of the composition is somewhat Egyptian’, for the King is shown much larger 
than the assembled Barber-Surgeons, behind whom he is seated. This work w\as certainly 
left unfinished at Holbein s death and has suffered so much from fire and repaint that no 
serious estimate of it is possible without a technical examination. It must always, howev’^er, 
have lacked any of the Renaissance serenity which Holbein could have given to such a 
scene. The noble miniature in grisaille on vellum at Windsor ot ‘Solomon and the Queen 
of Sheba’ (where Solomon is unquestionably modelled on Henry VIII) - which could 
well have been, as has been supposed, a study for a projected wall decoration -- shows 
what Holbein’s powers in this kind of composition might have been, if untrammelled by 
medieval-minded patrons. But the Barber-Surgeons picture (the only major historical 
picture ever commissioned by one of the Livery Companies of the City of London) was 
no doubt intended as a visible historical document rather than as a work of art. With a 
king who had lately dealt so casually with ecclesiastical charters, it was as well to have 
some more remembrancing evidence than the document itself. In later reigns such need 
was no longer apparent and the springs of art patronage in the City dried up. 

All that remains otherwise of Holbein’s work for the English Court is the marvellous 
series of portrait drawings at Windsor (after some of which tracings or copies seem to 
have been made, and from these later painters of more modest talent produced paintings, 
such as the ‘William Fitzwilliam, Earl of Southampton’ at Cambridge, which bears the 
date 1542); a small number of portraits of Henry’s Queens; of the young ‘Prince Edward’ 
(r. 1538/9: Washington), and an equally small number of portraits of persons attached 
to the Court. Holbein continued, however, to paint the German merchants of the Steel¬ 
yard, and liis incidental drawings touch and influenced all the arts and crafts of the day, 
lettering, binding, architectural decoration, metalwork, and armour. 

For later English painting the important and vexed question arises of what studio, what 
assistants and pupils, Holbein had in England. Certain later portraits of the King of tw^o 
main types, one represented by versions at Rome (Corsini) and Windsor, the other by 
many versions in English collections of which the best arc at Warwick Castle and Castle 
Howard, are plausibly assumed to go back at least to a Holbein drawing. Other con¬ 
temporary variant ‘copies’exist (such as the Liverpool ‘Henry VIII’ (Plate 5), the different 
‘Henry VIII’ at Belvoir, and the Woburn ‘Jane Seymour’) of very good quality, which 
cannot, however, be accepted as from Ilolbein’s own hand. These imply the existence 
of pupils or assistants trained to a high level of craftsmanship, and these cannot have 
dispersed at once, on Holbein’s death in 1543, without a trace. 


Holbein s immediate Following 

It is when we look for the independent work (apart from copies) of this presumed group 
of direct assistants that the material seems to be surprisingly scanty. A distinct influence 
from Holbein is traceable in the later work of the two most distinguished painters of the 
next generation (both of them foreigners), Gerlach Flickc and Hans Eworth, who wUl be 
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treated in due course: and there is a general air of the patterns which Holbein introduced 
in the small number of distinguished portraits, by hands which must at present remain 
anonymous, which can be dated from the later 1540s and throughout the reign of 
Edward VI. But the number of such pictures which show anything like the accomplish¬ 
ment one would expect from a direct pupil is exceedingly small. An ‘Unknown Lady’ 
(Plate 6b) in the FitzwilHam collection at Milton Park is one of the best examples; a few 
pictures which pass under Holbein’s name (such as the ‘Edward VI’ in New York) come 
under this heading; a few others can be named® and it is probable that more will turn up 
in the course of time. 

In the National Gallery in London can be seen a good example of each of the two 
types of Holbein follower: the ‘Unknown Man* of 1545 by John Bettes is the unique 
work of a painter whose technique is in the Holbein tradition, while the portrait of 
‘Wilham, Lord de la Warr’, of about 1549, is the work of a painter strongly influenced 
in pattern and style of presentation by Holbein, but without a trace of his technical 
elegance. 

Of John Bettes we know only that his signature in French (‘fiict par jehan Bettes 
Anglois’), cut from the original, is now pasted on the back of the picture in the Tate 
Gallery, which is dated 1545: and that he was paid for making certain miniature portraits 
in 1546/7 for Queen Catherine Parr.^ The addition of A nglois to the signature might be 
taken to suggest that the picture was painted abroad. Another John Bettes, a pupil of 
Hilliard, is recorded as a miniaturist at the end of the century. 

The same character of uniqueness attaches to the Windsor portrait of‘Princess Eliza¬ 
beth’ of about 1546 (Plate 7 b). This is a work of great refinement of execution in which a 
certain French elegance is conceivably to be detected. Two years earlier her cider sister, 
Mary, had been painted, and in Mary’s Privy Purse Expenses for 1544 appears the entry: 
‘pd. to one John that drue her Grace in a table’ (i.e. picture). This portrait has not been 
identified with any degree of plausibility, and ‘John’ might be Corvus or Bettes or 
Eworth (for Hans =John), or with equal probability some as yet unidentified painter. 
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CHAPTER 2 


HOLBEIN’S SUCCESSORS AND HANS EWORTH 

VI/iTH the death of Holbein in 1543 and of Luke Hornebaud in 1544 the Household of 
Henry VIII was left without any considerable portrait painter. Until very recently we 
have been in the dark about what followed, but the researches of Or Erna Auerbach* 
have lately revealed that these painters were succeeded by Guillim Scrots (Scroets), 
who has hitherto lived but a shadowy existence in the history of art as ‘Guillim Stretes*. 
I have no hesitation in accepting Dr Auerbach’s equation of Scrots and Stretes. 

Guillim Scrots (Stretes) 

Scrots, a Netherlander, was appointed peintre an titre to Queen Mary of Hungary, the 
Regent of the Netherlands, in 1537, and must clearly have been trained in the style of 
the official portraiture of the Hapsburg Courts. Probably by 1545, and certainly by 1546, 
he had entered the service of Henry VIII as King’s painter with the annual salary of 
^62 105 , which was much higher than any painter of the Household had received 
before. It is clear that the King was determined to spare no expense in getting the most 
up-to-date painter, with the best European Court pedigree, that money could buy. He 
did not choose carelessly, for, although Scrots was not a painter of high creative or 
imaginative gifts, he knew all the latest fashions, and a scries of portraits appeared at the 
English Court during the next few years which could vie in modernity with those pro¬ 
duced anywhere in Europe, even by painters of much greater natural distinction. Scrots 
disappears from the scene in the summer of 1553 and it is probable that he left the 
country about the time of the accession of Mary Tudor. 

It would certainly be rash (as well as stylistically inconsequent) to ascribe all the 
portraits of distinction produced between 1544 and 1553, which cannot definitely be given 
to other hands, to Scrots. But we may fairly surmise that it was he who gave the impetus 
which produced the remarkable series of full-length portraits which was painted during 
these years, and a certain number of pictures can now be quite plausibly associated with 
his name. Two of the most interesting full-lengths can, however, hardly be by him, the 
‘Sir Thomas Gresham’ dated 1544 at the Mercers’ Hall, and the ‘ Young Man in Red’ at 
Hampton Court. To understand their unusual qualities a short account of the full-length 
portrait in Europe is necessary. 

The full-length standing portrait, which was later to become one of the types of 
picture most constantly and most happily exploited by British painters, owes its origin to 
Germany. It first appears there early in the sixteenth century, and characteristic early 
examples are the portraits at Dresden of Duke Henry the Pious of Saxony and his wife, 
which are dated 1514. Its first appearance in Italy is Moretto’s ‘Unknown Man’ of 1526 
in the National Gallery, but it did not become current in Italy until Titian, in 1532, in 
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direct imitation of Sciscneggcr’s 1532 ‘Charles V’ at Vienna,* painted his own version of 
the Emperor, now at Madrid. In 1533 Holbein, in his double portraits of‘The Ambas¬ 
sadors’, at the National Gallery, painted his first experiment in this vein, which he 
followed later with the ‘Duchess of Milan’. It is not until the 1540s (e.g. ‘Cristoforo 
Madruzzo’ 1542 in the Stillman collection in New York) that even with Titian the 
standing full-length becomes anything but exceptional, and it is a curious fact that, by 
about the same date, it showed signs of having taken root in England, wliich was other¬ 
wise decidedly backward in the arts in relation to the rest of Europe. The Mercers’ Hall 
‘Sir Thomas Gresham’ of 1544 is closer than any other of these portraits in spirit to Hol¬ 
bein, including the meticulously painted skull at the sitter’s feet, and it can hardly be 
attributed to Scrots. It is possible, however, that it may have been painted abroad, since 
we know that Gresham was often in the Low Countries, where he sat to Moro on at least 
three different occasions. But the same can Iiardly be said of the ‘Young Man in Red’ at 
Hampton Court (Plate 8), which has superficial affinities with the ‘Lord de la Warr’ at 
the National Gallery and is equally unlike the portraits which are plausibly identified as 
the work of Scrots. This ‘Young Man in Red’ is not only unique in England, but an¬ 
ticipates anything else in Europe so far known as being the first standing full-length 
silhouetted against a wide horizon, with a spreading laiidscapc below. It has, however, 
certain affinities with the curious painting in the National Portrait Gallery (No. 1300) in 
which a panorama and a portrait of ‘Edward VI’ can only be seen on looking into a 
cylindrical mirror. This is still dated 1546 and was once inscribed on its original frame (as 
recorded by Vertuc, i, 54) ‘Guilhelmus pingebat*. It would be unreasonable not to suppose 
that this was the work of Scrots, since we now know that he was in England in 1546, and 
it may well be that he was showing off his clevcniess in this picture to Henry VIII in the 
same sort of way that Holbein may have been when he painted the curious perspective 
distortions in ‘The Ambassadors’. 

Scrots’s full stature first appears in a series of full-length portraits, most probably slightly 
posthumous and commemorative works,^ of‘Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey’ (Plate 9), 
who was executed for treason in the winter of 1546/7. Two plain full-lengths are at 
Knole and at Parham; a similar picture with fancy corners is at Castle Howard; and 
another, figured under a very elaborate Mannerist arch, is at Arundel. These conform to 
an Italian rather than to a German pattern, and their closest parallel is with the work of 
Moroni, but Moroni’s portraits of this character do not, as at present traced, begin before 
1554. The circumstantial evidence for their being by Scrots is considerable, and his Haps- 
burg training would be sufficient to account for their Italianate air, for we know that Mary 
of Hungary particularly admired the work of Titian. 

Scrots was continued as King’s Painter, with the same high salary, under Edward VI, 
and Dr Auerbach has shown^ that there is very good reason to suppose that he was 
responsible for the type of full-length portrait of‘Edward VI’ which was especially used 
for the furtherance of political propaganda abroad. A document of 1551 makes it plain 
that Scrots had painted two ‘great tables’ (i.c. full-length portraits) of Edward VI, which 
had been sent to Ambassadors abroad. There exists circumstantial evidence to connect 
these great tables with the principal type of full-length ‘Edward VI’, which is most 


12 



HOLBEIN S SUCCESSORS AND HANS EWORTH 

accessibly represented by the picture at Hampton Court which was acquired from the 
Hamilton Palace sale as by Holbein. Negotiations were on foot in 1550/1 for a marriage 
between Edward VI and the eldest daughter of France, and a portrait of the young King 
had been sent over by September 1550 as a present to the French Queen. A French hostage 
in England in 1550, the Vidame de Chartres, had obtained leave ‘to take away the King 
of England s painter to execute portraits of the King of France and other great personages’ 
in 1551* The two portraits of Edward VI now in France (in the Louvre and at Roanne) 
are both of the same type as the picture at Flampton Court, and another version, often 
mentioned by hearsay in the earlier literature (Los Angeles, County Museum), which has 
a laudatory inscription in English, Latin, and Cireek, which suggests that it was made 
‘for export’ to any foreign country in which at least one of these languages would be 
understood. From all these circumstances it is reasonable to suppose that this pattern of 
‘Edward VI’ can be associated with Scrots, and Dr Auerbach has shown that the pattern 
seems connected with the Scisenegger of the ‘Archduke Ferdinand’ of 1548 at Vienna, so 
that this deliberate blending of the Holbein formula with that in fashion at the Hapsburg 
Court may be taken to indicate a conscious attempt to keep pace with current artistic 
trends on the Continent. This tendency is in marked contrast with what we shall find in 
the reign of Queen Elizabeth. 

Scrots, however, can hardly be associated with the most distinguished of the portraits 
of ‘Edward VI’ (Plate 7 a), the long three-quarter-length at Windsor, which is also 
perhaps of about 1550. This is of high technical excellence and has an individual flavour 
of its own, with certain affinities to the Holbeinesque ‘Henry VIIl’ at Rome. The stance 
of the boy King is certainly based on the Holbein image of his father in the Whitehall 
fresco, but it is in reverse. Tliis was no doubt insisted upon by the King’s advisers, who 
were concerned to show, in the official portrait, that Henry VIIl’s policy remained in 
force. But by cutting the figure below the knees, the painter has contrived to give the 
King something of the decent timidity of youth - as becomes apparent if it is compared 
with certain full-length extensions of the design (as in pictures at Pet worth and in pos¬ 
session of the Osborne family, where the King is shown standing before a canopy of 
state), which are of less good quality and have an air of swagger and bravado which the 
Windsor picture altogether lacks. The accessories at Windsor-the caryatids and medallion 
in relief of Marcus Curtius on the column base to right - all indicate a painter in touch 
with the Mannerist style prevailing in other European Courts. These would all point to 
Scrots if we could reconcile the handUng with that of the full-length portraits. Unless the 
latter are all studio productions this view would be difficult to accept. 

Gerlach Flicke 

Almost exactly contemporary with Scrots was another foreign painter, Gerlach Flicke 
(a name corrupted into ‘Garlicke’ in the Luinlcy Inventory).® He was a German from 
Osnabruck and can be traced in England from i547 until liis death in London in I 55 ^» 
He signed and dated in 1547 a distinguished portrait of an ‘Unknown Nobleman* (Plate 
6a) (usually precariously identified with the 13th Lord Grey de Wilton) which was 
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bequeathed in 1941 by the Marquess of Lothian to the Edinburgh Gallery. This is wholly 
in the Westphalian style, such as may be met with in the tom Ring workshop, but the 
signed ‘Archbishop Cranmer’, which is hardly later than 1548 (National Portrait Gallery), 
shows that Flicke had modified his style in the direction of the Holbeinesque. The only 
other certain work* is a battered little diptych of 1554 with small portraits of himself and 
a fellow prisoner (for he was in gaol) named Strangeways: this seems to lack any dis¬ 
tinctive style. We know that Flicke was a Roman Catholic, but the changes of official 
religion in the middle of the sixteenth century seem to have had httle effect on the 
practice of such painters as we know. 

Foreign Visitors under Queen Mary 

The only tangible figure whose career as an artist we can follow at all closely in the mid 
sixteenth century is Hans Eworth, who worked uninterrupted throughout the reigns of 
Edward VI, Mary, and Ehzabeth. Toto remained Serjeant Painter at the beginning of 
Mary’s reign, although he appears to have retired from practice by 1554, when Nicholas 
Lyzarde exercised the functions of Serjeant Painter, to which office he was fully ap¬ 
pointed 10 April 1556. Lyzarde remained in office until his death in 1571 and presented 
a picture of the ‘Story of Ahasucrus’ at New Year 1558 (the drawing for which is per¬ 
haps in the British Museum as de Heere), but nothing else to the point is known about 
him or about his successor, William Heme (Heron), who held the post from 1572 
until 1581. 

During the Marian restoration of the Catholic religion a certain amount of rehgious 
painting reappears in the churches, but only slight and battered remains have been 
recovered from later whitewash, and there was not time, during these troubled four 
years, for anything like a tradition to be revived or formed. One painter of European 
note, whose work left its impress on the development of Eworth’s style and is therefore 
best considered before him, did pay a flying visit to England about the time of Mary’s 
marriage to King Philip of Spain in 1554 - Antonio Moro (Anthonis Mor van Dashorst). 
Moro {c. 1517/20 - 76/77) was the leader of the new style of portraiture which prevailed 
in the Hapsburg Courts, a style which was calculated to accord with the increasing 
formality in Court etiquette. Starting from the basis of Titian’s portraits of the Spanish 
kings, he drained out of them all the warmth and colour and perfected a reticent, 
rather marmoreal type of‘historical’ portrait - the northern counterpart to the style of 
Bronzino. Before his visit to England he had visited Rome, Madrid, and Lisbon, as well 
as the Spanish Courts in the Netherlands, where he worked mainly, and he is the last 
international painter of high repute to visit England in the sixteenth century, except for 
Zuccaro, whose visit was nearly as short as his own. The only portraits actually known 
to have been executed in London by Moro in 1554 are the signed and dated paintings 
of ‘Queen Mary’, of which there are originals at Madrid; Fenway Court, Boston; and 
in the Marquess of Northampton’s collection (Plate ioa). But a number of Enghsh 
portraits exist, probably dating from Mary’s reign, which show a very close imitation 
of his style, such as the ‘Lord Maltravers’ (d. 1556) at Parham Park, and the ‘Edward, 
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Lord. AX^iiidsor belonging to the Bari of Plymouth.^ There is no need to postulate a 
later visit of Moro to England in 1568, for the *Sir Henry Lee’ of that year (National 
Portrait Gallery) and the later portraits of Gresham may well have been painted 
in the Netherlands. It is sufficient to note that examples of Moro’s work, specimens 
of the most ‘advanced’ of current European styles of portraiture, were available in 
England. 

There was certainly nothing in the nature of a stampede of foreign painters of religious 
and subject pictures to come to England at the time of Mary’s revival of the old religion, 
but record exists of one painter from Antwerp who did come to London in such hope of 
patronage about 1555 - Cornelis van Cleve.® But he went mad about the time of Eliza¬ 
beth s accession and had to return home in 1560. Nothing certain of his work survives. 


Hans Eworth (Ewouts) 

With Hans Eworth we tread on less uncertain ground, and he is the first painter of 
respectable stature, working for more than a brief period in England, whose develop¬ 
ment we can follow step by step with the aid of signed and dated works. His signature 
takes the form HE, but his name is spelt in the documents in a bewildering variety of ways 
- Haward, Eeuwouwts, Ey wooddes, Evertz, Evance, Huett, and perhaps Sucte, are some 
taken at random. He was born in Antwerp, matriculated in the Antwerp Guild in 1540, 
and can be traced in London from 1549 (possibly from 1545) until 1574. This span of 
thirty years is covered by upwards of thirty signed and dated works at present known. 
Only the earliest of them, a small panel of a ‘Turk on Horseback’ (Plate tib) against a 
landscape (Earl of Yarborough), dated 1549, is not in any way a portrait, but there is 
record of a ‘Mars and Venus’, which bore liis signature, at Gunton Park in the eighteenth 
century; he perhaps made a drawing of‘David and Saul’ in 1562 (Earl of Ancaster MSS., 
as ‘Haunce the drawer’); and he was employed on mythological figures for the Office of 
the Revels 1572/4. 

Eworth was not of a stature to originate a style for himself: he is one of those secondary 
painters, a class especially useful to the Instorian, who reflect with great versatility the 
changes in the taste of the patrons for whom they work. In his first portraits, of 1550, we 
can see the robust and bourgeois style he learned at Antwerp, where a landscape rich in 
incident or allegory gives information about his sitters. By 1554 he had achieved Court 
patronage and changed to a more sober and reticent style of presentation, and the rival 
manners of Holbein and Moro can be seen at work in him: in the reign of Elizabeth we 
find him tending sometimes towards the furniture-and-costumc piece, where pattern 
takes the place of style, and, in one instance, venturing into the alembicated world of 
allegory with which the Queen’s poets surrounded her complex personality. 

The two earliest dated portraits, both of 1550, are in many ways the most interesting 
of Eworth’s works, since they introduce something new into the field of portraiture in 
England. They represent two fihbustering toughs, uncle and nephew, who were planning 
a joint expedition to Morocco in 1550, when the younger. Sir John Luttrell, died of the 
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sweat. The elder is ‘Captain Thomas W^yndJiam’ (Earl of Radnor), a bluff personage 
caught in a moment of repose from the battlefield. A camp and soldiers are visible in the 
background: he is resting against a tree with his powder flask round his neck, two gun 
barrels behind his head, and his helmet ready to put on. It is almost an ‘action’ portrait, 
altogether alien from the aloof and timeless figures we have so far had to record. The 
companion portrait of‘Sir John Luttrell’, at Dunster Castle (Plate 12), is no less lively 
and even more curious. Allegory is included in the presentation, which is deliberately 
designed to illustrate the verses which are inscribed on the picture: ‘More tha[n] the rock 
amydys the raging seas / The consta[n]t hert no da[n]gcr dreddys nor fearys’. Sir John is 
naked and wading, waist-high, in raging seas with a ship broken by storm and lightning 
in the background, the survivors being overwhelmed in little boats. On his wrists are 
bracelets inscribed in Latin: ‘Money did not deter liim, / nor danger wreck’: and he gazes 
up confidently to a vision where a naked figure of Peace in the sky succours him, with 
more remote attendant figures who hold his spear, his armour, his charger, and his money¬ 
bags. Their exact import is obscure, but doubtless specific, and there seems an allusion to 
his dual role as warrior and merchant adventurer. These allegorical figures arc in the style 
of Jan Massys or Frans Floris and exactly follow the contemporary Antwerp tradition. 
They perhaps give a clue to the kind of subject picture which was current in England at 
the time. 

A few years afterwards, about 1553, Eworth painted ‘Mary Tudor’ (Plate iob), for the 
picture in Sir Bruce Ingram’s collection is surely Eworth’s unsigned masterpiece rather 
than by another hand. In this he has gone back to Holbein for inspiration, especially to the 
earlier Holbein where the figure is seen in a clearly defined space. The minute and beautiful 
painting of the jewels and the meticulous, yet soft, modelling of the face reveal an almost 
feminine talent working in Holbein’s robust idiom. In 1554 (the year ofMoro’s visit) he 
painted the Queen again (Society of Antiquaries, London), in a more iconic fashion 
against a plain curtain; and the echo of Holbein is at once strong and confused in the ‘Lady 
Dacre’ (Plate iia) of about 1555 at Ottawa. A Holbeincsque portrait of her deceased 
husband hangs on a curtain behind and tlie robust figure seems to be aiming at the solid 
and full presentation of Holbein’s earUer style. Yet for all the wealth of accessories in the 
room the background gives the effect of a flat arabesque. By 1559, in the double portrait of 
the ‘Duchess of Suffolk and Adrian Stoke’ (Colonel Wynne-Finch) each of the two figures 
is conceived in the style of Moro, but with a richer feeling for arabesque and an anticipa¬ 
tion of the Elizabethan costume-piece, while the background is a plain glossy black with 
the date and the ages of the sitters inscribed across it in gold as in Holbein’s latest works. 
What seems to have been the traditional early Tudor Court style has been effectively 
superimposed upon the more robust and bourgeois style of Eworth’s earher period. 

In the companion portraits of 1562 of‘Thomas, Duke of Norfolk’ (Lord Rothschild) 
and of the ‘Duchess of Norfolk’ (Lord Braybrooke, Audley End) Eworth had graduated 
towards the new ‘costume-piece’ style which was to be characteristic of Elizabethan art. 
The two pictures are conceived as forming a single unit, each set before one-half of a con¬ 
tinuous armorial tapestry. The likenesses are distinguished, but the figure is not otherwise 
of prevailing importance, and the charm of the pictures lies in the generally flat effect of 
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all-over pattern. The background of Ewortli s later works is more often plain, but a flat 
arabesque is usually the main element in their cflcct. 

Two works, however, of particular interest fall outside this category. The ‘Henry. Lord 
Darnlcy and his Brother’ (Plate 13) of 1563 at Windsor has full-length figures, but 
measures only 25 inches high, so that the spirit of the picture is that of a large miniature 
or limning - and the miniature, as will appear, was to be at the head of pain ting fashions 
in the latter years of Elizabeth s reign. Since the recent cleaning of the life-size version of 
this picture at Uolyroodhouse, which is dated 1562 but is unsigned, we can see that the 
Windsor picture is only a copy of the latter, and the Holyrood picture, which is in a 
‘waterwerf ’ technique on fine linen (as Holbein’s original of the More family group is 
reported to have been), is not altogether convincing as the work of Eworth. It is by a hand 
no less distinguished, however, and suggests the surprises which may yet be in store when 
Tudor portraiture is studied in earnest. Another very able painter was also using the large 
miniature scale in the 1560s, as the two Kirkby portraits (Nos 107 and iii in the R.A. 
Winter Exhibition of 1950/1) reveal, and it may prove that this scale was popular with 
the country gentry, while the larger scale was normal for the Court. 

Eworth’s final’ style is fully Elizabethan in spirit and is revealed in the ‘Queen Elizabeth 
confoundingjuno, Minerva and Venus’ (Plate 14) of 1569 at Hampton Court, an elegant 
piece of flattery to the Queen, no doubt on a programme laid down by a literary patron. 
It is a Judgement of Paris in modern dress, with Elizabeth as Paris, who surprises the God¬ 
desses by awarding the apple to herself. Variations on the same tlicine occur in literature, 
but later than 1569. The figure style of the Goddesses, which is much inferior in refine¬ 
ment to that of the portraits of the Queen and her two ladies-in-waiting, remains identical 
with that in the allegorical portion of the ‘Sir John Luttrell’ of 1550 (Plate 12). Mytho¬ 
logical compositions in the same style are not uncommon and, unless signed, are ascribed 
to unknown Flemish Mannerists. It may well be, however, that such compositions, 
painted in England in the sixteenth century, arc at present unrecognized rather than non¬ 
existent. A certain example is the ‘Ulysses and Penelope’ at Hardwick Hall dated 1570, 
which is already recorded in the house in an Inventory of 1601. Such a picture might even 
be by Eworth himself. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PAINTING IN THE ELIZABETHAN AND 
JACOBEAN AGE 


Painting in the Reign of Queen Elizabeth 

The career of Hans Eworth penetrates some twenty years into the reign of Elizabeth, 
which is that period of painting in Britain to which least serious study has been devoted. 
There is no lack of portraits, even of dated portraits, but the general level of work is of 
an even mediocrity, executed in the main, it would seem, by small factories rather than 
by painters with a personal style of their own. The records of Elizabeth’s reign, more 
numerous than those of Henry VIIl’s, have been published much less fully: the painted 
portrait on the scale of life seems to have been less esteemed than earlier in the century, 
and there was no attempt to keep abreast of current trends in European style. Many of the 
new nobility of the age, which set high store by sculptured tombs (such families, for 
instance, as the Spencers and the Hencages, whose tombs are among the most memorable 
of the period), have left no painted portraits in this century, and it is not until about 1618 
that a change comes over the portrait taste of the nobility. 

For it must be noted that, however momentous historically may have been the change 
from the dynasty of the Tudors to the Stuarts, with the union of the Crowns of En gland 
and Scotland, there is no change in pictorial style until towards the close of the reign of 
James I, when the precocious taste of Charles, Prince of Wales, began to make itself felt. 
As in architecture, therefore, we can fairly speak of a Jacobethan’ style in portraiture, 
and the studios which were flourishing in the later years of Queen Elizabeth’s reign con¬ 
tinue unchanged under James 1 . It is thus convenient and appropriate to consider these 
groups of portraits, which centre round the Gheeraerts and de Critz studios, under the 
title of Jacobethan portraiture’. 

Another point is fundamental to a consideration of Elizabethan painting, which is that, 
as at no time later, the art of miniature (called ‘limning’ at tliis time) far surpasses in 
quality and contemporary esteem all other forms of painting. Alone of painters in Eliza¬ 
beth’s reign, Hilliard and his rival, Isaac Oliver, are worthy to be named as contributors 
to the age of Shakespeare. It was these miniaturists whose practice and aesthetic were valid 
for this age, and the historian of painting in Britain must accord them a degree of attention 
which the art of the miniaturist does not require in later centuries. Whether Hilliard and 
Oliver also practised painting on the scale of life is not at present known for certain. There 
is not any established connexion between Elizabethan painting on the scale of life and 
Elizabethan miniatures. 
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Painters^ Names wider Elizahcth 

As tlie result of a misunderstanding of venerable antiquity most Elizabethan portraits 
which to-day bear any label at all arc ascribed to Federico Zuccaro (Zucchero). There 
is no justification for tliis, as will be seen W'hen we come to consider Zuccaro ajiiong the 
occasional foreign visitors to England. One native painter alone, CJeorge Gower, deserves 
separate attention, and is beginning to take on tangible contours, but the names of a con¬ 
siderable number more are known from two main contemporary sources - the Lumley 
Inventory of I 590 » already mentioned, and Francis Meres’ Wit’s Commonwealth, part ii, 
1598.* Among these disembodied names we may select those around which there is some 
chance that patient research may be able to assemble groups of works: for one or two of 
them a beginning has already been made. 

The Lumley Inventory of 1590, which has served to enable the reconstruction of Flicke 
and Eworth, mentions also ‘the famous paynter Steven’, Scigar, and Flubbert. Of these, 
‘Steven’ alone is a tangible personality at present, and he has been satisfactorily identified 
with Steven van dcr Meulen, w^ho matriculated into the Antwerp Guild in 1552, was 
living in England in 1560, and was naturalized here in 1562. Two of the portraits men¬ 
tioned in the Inventory, the ‘John, Lord Lumley’ 1563, and its companion cT‘Lady 
Lumley’, remain in the possession of the Earl of Scarbrough and are at Lumley Castle to¬ 
day. There is also a high degree of probability that van der Meulen is the ‘Master Staffan’ 
who went to Sweden in 1561 and painted Eric XIV at the time of the negotiations for a 
marriage between King Eric and Queen Elizabeth, and a full-length of Eric XIV at 
Gripsholm has been plausibly identified with this portrait.^ In the Lumley portraits, van 
der Meulen appears as a rather less forceful echo of the style of Eworth. 

Of‘Seigar’ (probably the name should be Segar and the painter was connected with, or 
identical with. Sir William Segar,-"* Garter King-at-Arms, or his brother Francis) nothing 
certain is known, but his portraits are praised in a contemporary poem. Flubbert reappears 
(as Hubbard) in Lord Northumberland’s accounts for 1585/6 (Syon MSS.) as receiving 
the very large sum of seventeen pounds, in two payments, for a portrait of ‘Madam 
Dundragoe’. One further name, of those listed by Meres, is worth mentioning since that 
too can be connected with a payment: Arnolde. In 1565/6 ‘Arnold’ received a payment of 
^4 65 lod for a portrait of Sir Flenry Sydney (Penshurst MSS.), and, in 1572/3, in the 
accounts of the Office of the Revels, John Arnolde, the Keeper of the Vestures, made a 
payment of ten shillings to ‘Arnolde the Paynter’ for ‘the picture of Andromedas’. 

Meres mentions also a painter ‘Lockie’, and the name of Locky (Lockey),-'* with the 
Christian names of Richard, Rowland, or Nicholas, reappears variously in the literature 
and as a signature on the Nostcll Priory version of Flolbein s More family group (with 
the date 1530) and on a portrait of Bishop King engraved by dc Passe (about 1620). Wc 
arc at present completely in the dark about the painter or painters of that name. Another 
of Mercs’s names, ‘Flieronimo’, can, however, be fairly confidently equated with Hiero- 
nimus Custodis, an Antwerp painter, by whom three signed portraits arc known, each 
bearing the date 1589 — a rather feeble ‘Sir John Parker (Hampton Court), Giles Lord 
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Chandos’ (Woburn ~ a larger, unsigned version was formerly at Nuneham), and ‘Lady 
Elizabeth Bruges’ (Woburn). This last is both tender and delicate and reveals Custodis as 
one of the most attractive painters of this class. His widow remarried in London in 1593. 


George Gower 

With George Gower^ we come at last to a native English painter, somewhat unexpectedly 
a man of gentle birth, who seems, from at least 1573 until his death in 1596, to have been 
at the top of his profession of portrait painter. He was grandson of Sir John Gower of 
Stettenham (Yorks.) and may conceivably have been the George Gower who became a 
Freeman at York 1555/6, with the profession of‘merchant’. Our certain knowledge of 
his personality (and of the social and economic background of a painter of this age) 
derives from his ‘Selfportrait’ (Milton Park; Plate 15A) dated 1579. In the background 
is a pair of scales, in one of which the painter’s coat of arms is outweighed by a pair 
of dividers, the instrument of the painter’s craft. The implication that even a gentle¬ 
man might turn for his living to painting is further emphasized by some crabbed verses. 
Their gist, in modern English, seems to be that, though youthful indiscretions had enticed 
Gower alike from the practice of arms and ‘virtue’ (? = virtii), he thanks God for the gift 
of being able to paint, a gift which he long neglected. But now ‘Skill revives with gain’ 
and he is enabled to lead a restful life by practising with the pencil, which he supposes is 
all for the best! Two other portraits, of‘Sir Thomas Kytson’ and ‘Lady Kytson’ (Lately 
bought by the Tate), both dated 1573, can be securely identified as by Gower from 
accounts. Round these three works, which are not without a decided individuality in 
style and are distinct from the Eworth tradition, another group of Elizabethan portraits 
should one day fall into place. One can confidently accept Mr J. W. Goodison’s attribu¬ 
tion of two other portraits of 1573 in Lord Middleton’s collection.^ What still, however, 
remains uncertain is which of the portraits of ‘Queen Elizabeth’ are to be attributed to 
Gower, for he seems at one time to have been in a fair way to have a monopoly of official 
portraits of tlie Queen, apart from miniatures. He was appointed Serjeant Painter 5 July 
1581 for life, and a draft patent exists of 1583/4, which would have granted him the sole 
right of making portraits and prints of the Queen, with a similar right to be granted to 
Hilliard for miniatures. This patent was never executed and the draft may have been an 
enterprising scheme on the part of Gower and Hilliard to get a monopoly for themselves, 
but it presumably implies that Gower had already painted the Queen and that the portrait 
had been approved. 


Portraits of Queen Elizabeth 

Unfortunately research into the exceptionally difficult subject of the portraits of Queen 
Elizabeth is not sufficiently advanced for us to make a legitimate guess about which of 
them may be by Gower. But the subject of the Queen’s portraits is so central to any midcr- 
standing of late sixteenth-century English portraiture that the present state of knowledge 
must be summarized.* 
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The subject must be approaclicd both from a historical and from an aesthetic angle. 
Historically the position seems to be that the Queen, for some years after her accession, 
was unwilling to sit to a painter, in spite of tlic demand which existed for her portrait. 
There exists a draft proclamation of 1563 in William Cecirs handwriting to prohibit the 
making of unauthorized likenesses until the Queen should sit officially to ‘some coning 
person mete therefor’, but Elizabeth is not known to have approved this proclamation, 
and one cannot point with certainty to a portrait of her as Queen earlier than the allegori¬ 
cal group of 1569 by Hans Eworth. The Hilliard miniature at Welbeck (and its variant in 
oils on a large scale at Warwick Castle) is generally dated from the later 1560s, but there is 
no specific evidence for this. Both are more or less medieval in iconographic pattern and 
seem to derive in type from the miniatures in the opening initials of the Plea Rolls/* these 
have no successors. It is not until 1572 that a dated I lilliard portrait of the Queen is known 
- the miniature in the National Portrait Gallery - and it is not until 1573 that any sub¬ 
stantial payment to Hilliard is recorded, so that it may be accepted as probable that it was 
about 1572/3 that Hilliard was appointed limner and goldsmith to the Queen. It is also 
from this same period, the middle of the 1570s, that the large portraits of the Queen begin 
to date - the one holding a rose in the National Portrait Gallery (190); the closely related 
picture with the Pelican Jewel (coll. E. Peter Jones, destined for Liverpool); and the 
finest of all, the ‘Cobham’ portrait (Plate t6a) in the National Portrait Ciallery (2082). 
The impulse behind this series seems to have been the close contact during the 1570s with 
the French Court and the French marriage project. Their ‘aesthetic’ is that of the miniatures 
of Hilliard, which will be discussed later. Also, perhaps, before 1580 is the portrait of the 
Queen holding a colander (symbol of maidenhood), of which the prototype is at Siena. 
All these show a certain preoccupation with facial likeness and the idea of the ‘cult image’ 
has not altogether ousted tlie idea of portraiture, but, in the Siena picture, the mysterious 
conceits in Italian show a tendency to translate the portrait into the strange world of 
Emblem literature.^ The portrait with an ermine at Hatfield prc^bably also belongs to the 
1580s, but before the Armada; and it is probably only after the defeat of the Spanish 
Armada in 1588 that the more legendary portraits of the Queen begin. By that time the 
Queen’s features were certainly showing signs of age and she wore a wig of a colour 
unknown to nature. As her portraits of this time were distributed wuth politic discrimina¬ 
tion and were intended as pledges of loyalty and as symbols of state and power, some sort 
of cult image was required. It is from these years that date the pictures which Walpole 
sufficiently describes as showing ‘a head of hair loaded with crowns and pow'dered with 
diamonds, a vast ruff, a vaster farthingale, and a bushel of pearls , and of w'hich Sir Henry 
Hake has written:* ‘The origin and growth of the legend of Elizabeth is written in the 
succession of her portraits which become more fantastic and magnificent as her reign and 
legend advance.’ 

The portrait most obviously connected with the defeat of the Spanish Armada is that 
at Shardeloes (of which there is a second version at Woburn) with the Armada in the 
background. This may probably be dated soon after 1588. For the early 1590s there is 
another reasonably established date in the portrait from Ditchley (Plate 18), bequeathed 
by the late Viscount Dillon to the National Portrait Gallery, which is traditionally re- 
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ported to have been a gift to commemorate a visit of the Queen to Ditchlcy in 1592. The 
hieratic quality of this image is extremely striking. It looms against a stormy sky like some 
protecting and avenging deity, and stands upon - or rises out of ~ a tapestry map of Eng¬ 
land, with the Queen’s foot resting exactly upon the spot where Ditcliley lies. Another 
image of the same class is the full-length portrait at Hardwick, in which the naturalistic 
animals on the embroidered dress arc strangely at variance with the mask-like face. 

Something of the aesthetic of these portraits will have become apparent from this 
historical account of them. The common principles by which the historian of painting is 
accustomed to judge Western portraiture of the Renaissance do not apply. Likeness of 
feature and an interest in form and volume have been abandoned in favour of an effect of 
splendid majesty obtained by decorative pattern, and the forms have been flattened 
accordingly. The Queen’s astonishing wardrobe and the politic skill with wliich she used 
it alone made this anachronism in Elizabethan portraiture possible. James I inherited the 
wardrobe as wxll as the style, but the Elizabethan legend, which gave vitality to both, was 
incommunicable, and it is not surprising that it took some fifteen years for a new tradition 
to begin to develop. 


Nicholas Hilliard 

The painters of Queen EHzabeth’s surviving portraits on a large scale were not artists of 
technical or intellectual gifts. These were reserved for the Queen’s limner and goldsmith, 
Nicholas Hilliard, a native of Exeter, born about 1547, who died in 1619 at the age of 
seventy’^-two. He is now known to have painted ‘in greate’ also, but nothing has been 
identified with certainty. Painters in miniature arc normally a byway which the historian 
need hardly consider in the general account of a school of painting. But Hilliard is the 
central artistic figure of the Elizabethan age, the only English painter whose work reflects, 
in its delicate microcosm, the world of Shakespeare’s earlier plays. It is an Italianatc world,’ 
whose presuppositions about art, the theory of art, and the artist’s title to distinction are 
derived from Lomazzo and Alberti and from Baldassarc Castiglione’s idea of the ‘Gentle¬ 
man’. Hilliard’s art has also close formal connexions with the art of the French Court, 
which Hilliard is known to have visited in 1577/8. It is supreme in its orchestration of the 
non-rcpresentational and purely decorative elements in the Elizabethan style, as may be 
seen by comparing what is perhaps Hilliard’s masterpiece, the ‘George Clifford, Earl of 
Cumberland’ (National Maritime Museum, Greenwich; Plate 19), with its almost exact 
contemporary, the Ditchlcy ‘Queen Elizabeth’ (Plate 18). Hilliard’s work is most nearly 
paralleled by some of the finest of Persian miniatures, but Hilliard has an additional quality 
which isno less surprising than his virtuosity in arabesque-a prodigious giftof psychology. 
This he could not exercise in his miniatures of the Queen, but in his Arte of Limning,^^ 
written about 1600, he gives some account of his aims and practice which explains what 
Mr Popc-Hennessy has finely called the ‘tantalizing intimacy’ of the best of his miniatures 
of private persons. Hilliard describes** how the ‘curious drawer’ must watch and, as it 
were, catch ‘these lovely graces, witty smilings, and these stolen glances which suddenly, 
like lightning, pass and another countenance taketh place’; how he must note ‘how the 
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eye changeth and narroweth, holding the sight just between the lids as a centre, how the 
niOLith a little extendeth both ends oFthe line upwards, the checks raise thciiisclvcs to the 
eyewards, the nostrils play and are more open, the veins in the temple appear more and 
colour by degrees increaseth, the neck commonly erecteth itself, the eyebrows make the 
straighter arches, and the forehead casteth itself into a plain as it were for peace and love 
to walk upon*. Such arc the refinements at which Hilliard’s art was aiming, and which it 
achieved at its best. The painters on a larger scale, all inferior artisans, were aping an art 
whose springs they did not understand, and this perhaps explains the nnsatisflictory 
character ofmost Elizabethan portraiture. With the death of Queen Elizabeth the under¬ 
standing of these subtleties died too and the more prosy reign of James 1 saw the rise to 
popularity of the miniature style of Hilliard’s younger rival, Isaac Oliver, whose aims 
were a realistic likeness attained by the use of shadow. Of the portrait painters in large, 
only Gower may have had some understanding of Hilliard’s style: their names are Joined 
in the draft patent of 1584 and the legend on Gower’s ‘Selfportrait’ (Idate 15A), already 
quoted, suggests a similar preoccupation with Hilliard’s about the social status of the 
artist. The more popular Flemings were craftsmen and did not aspire to be anything else. 


Foreign Painters 

None of the few foreign painters who w’^orked in England for a year or so was important 
for the development of painting in Britain, but mention should be made of Lucas de 
Hccre, Cornclis Ketel, and Federico Zuccaro. De Hecre and Zuccaro are chiefly of interest 
owing to the reckless play which has been made with their names by those anxious to 
find an attribution for Elizabethan portraits. 

Lucas de Hecre (1534-84) was a distinguished painter from Ghent, mainly of subject 
pieces and historical decorations. He was a pupil of Frans Floris and his history style (which 
can be seen at Ghent) was probably much the same as that of Hans Eworth. He also 
worked at Fontainebleau on designs for tapestries, and it is this connexion with the 
French Mannerist school wfliich makes his presence in England (as a victim of the Duke 
of Alva’s proscriptions) of possible significance. He was here from i 568 to I577» but no 
surviving painting can be associated with his namc.^^ He was, however, perhaps the 
teacher of the most prolific portrait painters of the next generation. 

Cornclis Ketel (1548-1616) was a native of Gouda and, like de Hecre, also worked (in 
1566) at Fontainebleau. Lie was in England from 1573 until about 1581, in which year he 
had finally settled in Amsterdam. He was both a portrait and a history painter, and, like 
Holbein before him, found liis first clients in the German merchants of the Hansa Steel¬ 
yard. A young English merchant, whose name van Mandcr gives as Pieter Hachten (pos¬ 
sibly a Hatton and a kinsman of the future Lord Chancellor), bought from him an 
allegorical picture, with figures larger than the scale of life, of ‘Force overcome by 
Wisdom and Prudence’, of which he made a present to Sir Christopher Hatton. This 
introduced Ketel to Court circles and he is reported to have painted a })ortrait of Queen 
Elizabeth in 1578 for the Earl of Hertford. Half a dozen signed portraits with dates from 
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his English period have so far been traced,and it will be seen from the ‘Unknown 
Youth of sixteen’ of 1576 (Hon. Clive Pearson, Parham; Plate T5 b) that there is little to 
distinguish his style at this date from the later work of Eworth. Unfortunately his most 
ambitious portrait of these years, the ‘Sir Martin Frobisher’ 1577 (Bodleian Library, 
Oxford), is too ruined to provide a sure criterion of his style. 

With Federico Zuccaro (c. 1543-1609) we reach a name of far greater contemporary 
distinction. On Titian’s death in 1576 (soon after Zuccaro’s visit to England) Federico 
Zuccaro was probably the most internationally famous of Italian painters, and he is 
certainly one of the central figures of the Roman Mannerist school which exercised such 
a profound influence on the style of painting in the Mediterranean world. It might seem 
as if another Holbein had come to England, and, had he really stayed here the four years 
which have been alleged from the time of de Piles up to the present century, it is quite 
possible that the current of British painting might have flowed more in consonance with 
the main stream of European style. In fact, however, he arrived in England late in 1574 
and he was back in Italy by the autumn of 1575.*^ All that he is recorded with any 
certainty to have painted in England arc full-length portraits of Queen Elizabeth and 
the Earl of Leicester:’^ all that survives is the pair of drawings for these in the British 
Museum^^ (Queen Elizabeth; Plate 20 b). His name, taken in vain, is to be found on the 
labels in most of the great houses of England. 


The Development of Series of "Historical Portraits^ 

We have seen how portraiture seems to begin with series of portraits of kings, some of 
them perhaps imaginary. By the close of the century other series, of lesser personages, had 
begun to come into being, and it will be convenient to deal once for all, at the birth of the 
type, with that recurrent phenomenon in British collections, the imaginary historical 
portrait, examples of which, mistaken by later ages for works contemporary with the 
sitter, have periodically been introduced to confound the history of art. First after kings, 
perhaps, came series of portraits of religious reformers (all more or less contemporary) 
and an interesting correspondence has been published,^* giving an account of how one 
Christopher Hales, as early as 1550, was seeking to collect portraits of the Zurich re¬ 
formers for the adornment of his library. But the crucial example of a scries of largely 
imaginary portraits is that of the Constables of Queenborough Castle wliich Sir Edward 
Hoby had painted in 1593 for the Hall of the Castle of which he was then Constable. 
These began with Edward ‘III’ (Queen’s College, Oxford) and ‘Jolin of Gaunt’ (now at 
Badminton) and continued up to Sir Edward himself. They all centred round a portrait 
of Queen Elizabeth, and the whole scheme was explained in some appropriate (but 
obscure) lines in Latin, followed by the date 1593.*^ This series was already dispersed by 
1629, but most of them passed through the sale of Sir John Tufton in 1686 and sixteen 
were, in Vertue’s time, at Penshurst, where two remain. On the portrait of ‘Thomas 
Fitzalan, Archbishop of Canterbury’ (one of the two remaining at Penshurst), Vertue 
read correctly a monogram which appears to be LCP (or a combination of these letters), 


24 



PAINTING IN THE ELIZABETHAN AND JACOBEAN AGE 

which he surmised, in the privacy of his notebook, to be the signature of Lucas Cornclisz 
de Kock, a painter otherwise unknown who is stated by van Mandcr to have conic to 
England in the early years of the sixteenth century. Hence examples of this scries of 
portraits, now widely scattered, have periodically been dated a century too early. 

In this last decade of the sixteenth century, which saw the creation of the imaginary 
portraits of the Constables of Queenborough Castle, another kind of imaginary portrait 
also begins to come in — the College Founder s portrait. At Oxford these were the creation 
of a Dutch painter, Sampson Strong, alias Starkey (c. 15 50—1611), whose abundant activity 
can be traced at Oxford from 1589 until his dcath.20 He is found working also at Christ’s 
Hospital, Abingdon, where there is a portrait, almost certainly from his hand,^^ of a 
benefactor who died in 1424, which is a work of pure invention. A parallel group of 
portraits exists at Peterhouse, Cambridge. 


The Flemish Studios of the Jacohethan Period 

Towards the close of the 1540s the full-length portrait seems to have fallen out of favour, 
and it is not impossible that it was restored to favour by the two full-lengths of the Queen 
and Leicester painted by Zuccaro in 1575. Of the very few such pictures before that date, 
such as the ‘Unknown Man’ 1571 at Petworth, and the two portraits (also at Petworth) 
of‘Sir Henry Sydney’ and ‘Lady Sydney’ of 1573 (?), both the pattern and the style 
arc still Holbcinesque. After 1575 a change in style takes place and full-length portraits 
become more frequent, at first of great persons, such as ‘Sir Christopher Hatton’ (Earl 
of Winchilsea) and the Earl of Leicester. The Ketel of‘Frobisher’ 1577 is one of the first 
of the series, and, by about 1590, the full-length ‘costume piece’, with a single figure 
or, on occasions, family groups, had become the most typical and characteristic form of 
English portrait. From 1590 to about 1625 a great number of these costume pieces were 
executed. There are splendid scries of them at Woburn, Penshurst, and Wclbcck, and a 
number of dispersed examples come from Wroxton and Ditchley. Most of them to-day 
are covered with dust and grime and give a false effect of what they were meant to look 
like. But when they can be seen cleaned - as can the dozen at Redlynch (Margaret, 
Countess of Suffolk) - they glow with the enamelled brilliance of a formal parterre. There 
is nothing like them in contemporary European painting, and, although they should be 
classified perhaps with the decorative rather than with the plastic arts, their qualities 
deserve respect. It is customary, but probably incorrect, to associate most of these with 
the name of Marcus Gheeraerts. 

They seem, in fact, to be the product of several closely associated workshops of Flemish 
painters who were interconnected by marriage. The two main dynasties are the families of 
De Critz*^ and Gheeraerts,23 and connected with these arc Robert Peake and the miniature 
painter, Isaac Oliver. 

A goldsmith of An twerp named Troiliis de Critz settled with his family in England, 
where he became a denizen in 1552. Of his children, John (born probably before 1552J 
died 1642) became a pupil of Lucas de Heerc (i 57 0 * ^ painter on his own and travelled 

in France as a protege of Walsingham in 1582: by 1598 he was one of the best-known 
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painters in England and be stepped into the office of Serjeant Painter (at first jointly with 
Leonard Fryer, who had succeeded Gower in 159^) almost immediately after the accession 
of Janies I in 1603. He still held that office at the time of his death in 164.2. In 1610 Robert 
Peake was associated with him in the office of Serjeant Painter. The eldest of tliis Jolm de 
Critz’s sisters, Susanna, married in 1571 the elder Marcus Gheeraerts, a historical and 
decorative painter and engraver from Bruges, who was a refugee in England from 1568 
to 1577: a younger sister, Magdalen de Critz, married in 1590 her elder sister’s stepson, 
the younger Marcus Gheeraerts (1561/2-1635/6). One of the daughters of Susanna de 
Critz and the elder Gheeraerts, Sara, became in 1602 the second wife of Isaac Oliver. It 
may well not be far from the truth if we suppose that the four painters, John de Critz, the 
younger Gheeraerts, Peake, and Oliver, were the leading figures in a small factory or 
factories which produced the costume pieces of this age. The few paintings which can be 
firmly associated with one or other of these names do not enable us, by stylistic analysis, to 
separate out the various hands. 

The crucial document for John de Critz is a bill of 1607 for various portraits painted 
for the Earl of Salisbury. They include a portrait ofjamcs I and several of the Earl himself: 
one of the latter was for the Ambassador at Venice, who was Sir Henry Wotton. In a 
letter of 22 June 1609^^ to Lord Cranborne Wotton explains how he has had a mosaic made 
from this de Critz portrait in Venice, and the mosaic, wliich is still at Hatfield, serves to 
identify the de Critz type of portrait of the first ‘Earl of Salisbury’. It may be provisionally 
suggested that most of the early portraits of James I and Anne of Denmark issued from 
the de Critz workshop, and there is a payment for such pictures in 1606 which were sent 
to the Archduke of Austria. An accessible example is the ‘James I’ dated j6io at Greenwich 
(Plate 2 1 a), which differs only in small particulars from the one dated t6o6 which was 
formerly at Nuneham Courtenay. 

It is probable that the elder Marcus Gheeraerts was never a portrait painter. If he did 
paint portraits his name can only be associated with a small panel (18x15 in.), in a dainty, 
almost miniature technique of ‘Queen Elizabeth’ (Wclbeck; Plate 20 a) on which the 
signature ‘M. G. F.’ was discovered during cleaning c. 1890. But if, as seems probable, this 
is a painting off. 1590, it is more likely that it represents the early style of the younger 
Gheeraerts. Vertue^® records a letter at Penshurst in wliich the name of ‘Gerrats’ was 
associated with a portrait group which can be identified with the ‘Barbara, Lady Sydney 
and six children’ (Plate 17), correctly (but by a later hand) dated 1596, at Penshurst. In 
1611 he is styled ‘his Majestic’s paynter’ and there are payments in 1611, 1613, and 1618 
for various portraits of the royal family. The ruined ‘Camden’ of f. 1620 (Bodleian, 
Oxford) has a signature and there are two full-lengths of 1625 of‘Sir William Russell’ and 
‘Lady Russell’ at Woburn, one with a signature. These hardly agree in handling with the 
dainty little bust of‘Lucy, Countess of Hiintingdon’^^ (late Sir George Leon, Bart), which 
is authentically signed and bears the date 1623. In short, the personality of Gheeraerts 
remains an enigma. 

Unlike the others of this group, Robert Peake was, so far as is known, an Englishman 
and he was not involved in the family interconnexions of de Critz and Gheeraerts. But 
his training must have been on the same lines, and it would be plausible to suppose that 
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they all first learned the art together under de Hccrc. Peake first appears in the accounts 
of the Office of the Revels, in which, from 157^ ^ 579 » he is paid as one of the minor 

painters working for William Lyzardc. By 1598^7 he is in good employment as a portrait 
painter and is described as painter to Prince Henry in 1609. In i6to he was joined with 
John de Critz in the office of Serjeant Painter: perhaps de Critz did the portraits of the 
King and Peake those of the Princes (the payments known suggest something of the sort). 
At any rate, a full-length portrait of Prince Charles (Plate 21 b), for which Peake received 
payment in 1613, in the Cambridge University Library, is one certain work. A group of 
four portraits of the de Ligne family,28 all dated 1616, appeared to me to be certainly by 
the same hand, and a rather damaged portrait called ‘Lady Arundef-^*^ bears the date 1622 
and a monogram RP (R in reverse), which is presumably Peake’s. The lace patterns in 
all six pictures are very nearly identical, and that may well provide a clue for identifying 
Peake. A signed ‘Man’ of 1593, lately acquired by the Earl of Wilton from Melton Con¬ 
stable, gives the clue to his earlier style. 

It is by the application of the Morellian method to costume and accessories that we have 
the best chance at present to differentiate die hands in these pictures - a favourite carpet, 
or a trick of hghting the folds of curtains. Two examples from the wonderful series at 
Redlynch, the ‘Countess of Stamford’ (Plate 23) and the ‘Countess of Suffolk’ (Plate 22), 
will serve to illustrate the possibilities in this direction. 

The fourth artist who must be considered in this group is Isaac Oliver, a Ptcnchman 
rather than Fleming, for he came as a child to England from Rouen in 1568 and died in 
London in 1617. He is only known for certain as a miniaturist, who learned his dexterity 
of hand from Hilliard, but belongs in style to the post-Ehzabethan spirit. He was possibly 
in Holland in 1588 and certainly in Venice in 1596, and liis means of obtaining likeness in 
his miniatures arc the European ones of light and shade and modelling in the round, which 
Hilliard evaded. Although Hilliard retained his official position under James I and Oliver 
played a subordinate role, Hilliard’s star waned with the death of Elizabeth and his fire 
dried up. It is Oliver’s miniatures which give us the most living portraits of the reign of 
James I and prefigure the style of the next generation. The literary evidence that he painted 
on the scale of life is not clear, but not negative. A comparison of liis miniature of the ‘3rd 
Earl of Dorset’ (Victoria and Albert Museum; Plate 24), signed and dated 1616, with the 
life-size portrait of the same sitter at Redlynch, with the date 1613, shows at least what 
an Oliver in large would look like. There are also figure drawings of religious and histori¬ 
cal subjects by Oliver in an Italianatc Mannerist style. 

Although Oliver has not the extreme refinement of Hilliard’s psychological approach 
to his sitters, his best miniatures show a sense of character which is wholly lacking in most 
of the large-scale costume pieces. There are a few life-scale portraits, however, which 
seem to belong technically to this Jacobethan age (rather than to the generation of 
Mytens and Johnson) which capture the qualities of the miniaturists. The portrait called 
‘Frances, Countess of Essex’ (Welbeck; Plate 26a) shows the power of tender penetration 
and shy perceptiveness of which this style was capable, combined with a miniaturist s 
finish and a Mannerist elaboration of pattern. It is hard to believe that such a picture is not 
Oliver on the scale of life. 
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Two pictures exist which are rather more than mere group portraits, and which can be 
associated with this Flemish style ~ the ‘Visit of Queen Elizabeth to Blackfriars’ 1600 at 
Sherborne Castle^® and the two versions (National Portrait Gallery and Greenwich) of 
the ‘Conference of English and Spanish Plenipotentiaries’ 1604. Of neither is the painter 
known. 


Beginning of Landscape and Genre: Wall Paintings 

Topographical landscape in drawings and watercolour is to be found in the sixteenth 
century, but only one oil picture is so far known (at any rate of moderate distinction) 
wliich shows an English scene and combines landscape and genre - the ‘Wedding at 
Horsleydown in Bermondsey’,signed by JorisHoefnagel, at Hatfield. Hoefiiagel (bom 
Antwerp, 1542: died Vienna, 1600) was a miniaturist and topographical draughtsman as 
well as a painter, and there is room in his much-travelled career for a visit to England 
about 1569. The picture is unique as showing a bourgeois scene in a recognizable English 
setting, and the style is a competent derivation from the Brill-Brueghel manner. But the 
picture seems to have remained without successors in England. 

Secular wall paintings from the sixteenth century do exist, but they are mainly decora¬ 
tive, and the work of local house-painters. An exception is the series from Hill Hall, 
Essex,now in the Victoria and Albert Museum, wliich are pedestrian imitations after 
tapestries from Raphael school designs. It will be sufficient to have mentioned the existence 
of this class of work. 


Painting in Scotland 

There were portrait painters in Scotland before the union of the two Crowns under 
James I in 1603; but they were fewer than in England, and infinitely less of their work 
survives. To set against the great series of portraits of Elizabeth, there is not one of the 
surviving authentic portraits of Mary, Queen of Scots, which was executed during her 
stay in Scotland. Whether the battered painting at Hardwick of ‘James V and Mary of 
Guise’ (1540) is contemporary it is no longer possible to say: but Mary of Guise brought 
with her from France Pierre Quesnel, who became the father, while resident of Scotland, 
of two distinguished portrait painters who later worked in France. The first ‘paynter to 
the King’ was a certain Arnold Bronkliorst who was appointed to that office on 9 Septem¬ 
ber 1580,3^ and a bill survives for a full-lengdi and a half-length portrait of the young 
James VI and a portrait of Buchanan. In June 1581 there is also a payment in the Lord 
Treasurer’s accounts to a certain Adriaen ‘Vanson’ for portraits of the King and John 
Knox sent to Beza in 1580 and engraved in his Icones.^^ He was still alive and ‘painter to 
his Majesty’ in 1600. It remains uncertain whether any of these names can be associated 
with the portraits of the King as a boy and youth which survive (National Portrait 
Gallery, etc.). 

A specifically Scottish type of picture, without parallel in England, is what one may 
call the ‘vendetta portrait’, designed to keep alive the memory of an atrocious deed. The 
earlier of the two known is the ‘Darnley Memorial Picture’ (showing the young James 
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VI at his father s tomb) at Holyrt)od, ol which there is a second version at Goodwood.^® 
This appears to have been painted in London in 1567 by a Brussels artist, Levinus Voge- 
larius, but it was assuredly a Scottish conimissioii. The other is the most gruesome pictorial 
document of the age, the life-size portrait of the corpse of‘The bonnie Earl of Moray’ 
(Earl of Moray, Darnaway Castle; Plate 26b) as it lay in state in 1591, w’ith all the ghastly 
wounds of Huntly’s vengeance meticulously depicted. The formal qualities of this paint- 
iiig arc superior in energy and realism to the contemporary English costume piece, and it 
remains an effective reminder of how little we know of the painting of this period. Some¬ 
thing about its facture suggests the work of a professional herald painter. 
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PART TWO 


PAINTING UNDER THE STUARTS, UP TO 
THE REVOLUTION OF 1688 

CHAPTER 4 

THE PRECURSORS OF VAN DYCK 

The beginnings of a change of style in portraiture - away from the Elizabctlian ‘costume 
piece’ and in the direction of contemporary practice in the Courts of Northern Europe - 
are hardly to be discerned until the year 1617, some fourteen years after the accession of 
James I. The hundred years which follow can properly be considered as a single unit by 
the historian of art, and can conveniently be described as ‘the age of the Stuarts’, although 
the period ends rather with the death of Sir Godfrey Kncller in 1723 than with the passing 
of the Stuart dynasty in 1714 with the death of Queen Anne. The painting of this age falls 
naturally into four subdivisions: the precursors of Van Dyck, the age of Van Dyck and 
Dobson, the age of Lely, and the age of Kneller. It will make for clarity, in the present 
state of knowledge, if they arc treated separately. 


The Precursors of Van Dyck 

Three painters from the Low Countries, all trained abroad, make their appearance in 
Court circles in England nearly simultaneously, in 1617 and 1618: Paul van Somcr, 
Abraham van Blijcnbcrch, and Daniel Mytens. The year 1618 also marks the beginnings, 
in so far as present knowledge goes, of the finest British-born portrait painter of the 
generation before Van Dyck - Cornelius Jolmson. The boundaries between the work of 
Mytens and the work of Johnson are still imperfectly defined, and the style of all these 
painters seems to depend on the contemporary school of portraiture at The Hague, which 
centres round the personality of Mierevclt (1567-1641). 


Paul van Somer {Paulus van Someren) 

Van Somer is perhaps a little more archaic in style than the other painters named when we 
first meet his certain work in 1617. But, by 1620, he is abreast of Mytens and Johnson. So 
little is known of him that extreme caution must replace the rather reckless use which has 
been made of his name in recent years. He was born in Antwerp about 1577/8: in 1604 
van Mander mentions him as working at Amsterdam with his elder brotiier, Bernard, 
with a reputation both as a portrait and as a history painter: in 1612 and 1614 he was 
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living at Leyden: he is recorded in passing at The Hague in 1615 and at Brussels in 1616, 
and he had settled in London by December 1616.* He was buried at St Martin in the 
Fields 5 January 1621/2. His working life in England amounts, therefore, to little more 
than five years, but he seems to have been employed by the Crown almost at once. The 
huge full-length at Windsor of‘Queen Anne of Denmark (Plate 27), with a horse’, a 
Negro groom, five Italian greyhounds and a view of one of the royal palaces (believed 
to be Oatlands), is fully signed and dated 1617. Although the painting of the face is only 
a little freer than the painting of the Ghecraerts and de Critz group of portraits, the general 
air and grandiose arrangement of the picture suggest something of a more European 
world, and the ribbon which floats in the sky bears the Italian legend La miagrandezza dal 
eccelso (perhaps an assertion of Divine Right). Paul van Somer could conceivably have 
studied in Italy - as his brother is known to have done - but no close parallel to this fashion 
of portrait has yet been noticed. At Windsor is also a battered ‘3rd Earl of Pembroke’ 
signed and dated 1617. 

A respectable tradition gives to van Somer four head-size portraits of ‘Elizabeth, 
Countess of Exeter’ and her three daughters, in the possession of the Marquess of Ailcs- 
bury, which bear cither the date 1618 or a picture of the famous comet of that year; and 
two half-lengths, signed and dated 1619, were formerly in the same collection - the ‘2nd 
Earl of Devonshire with his Son’ and the ‘Countc.ss of Devonshire with her Daughter’, 
which arc entirely harmonious in style with the ‘Anne of Denmark’. They arc very close 
to the work of Mytens, but stand a little more limply and with less physical assurance. 
In the same years he is recorded in documents as working for the Earl of Rutland and the 
Earl of Dorset, and, for the years 1619 to 1621, there are records of official payments for 
portraits of the King, the Queen, Prince Charles, and for a copy of a portrait of Prince 
Henry (d. 1612).^ A single signed and dated portrait reveals to us his later style, ‘Thomas, 
Lord Windsor’ 1620 (lent to C'ardiff by the Earl of Plymouth), a finely drawn and 
painted head, a little more tender in its interpretation of character than Mytens, and a 
little broader in handling than the contemporary early work of Johnson. A very hand¬ 
some full-length ‘Countess of Oxford’ of c. 1621 (Marquess of Ailesbury) is also inscribed 
as by van Somer. Cleaning and opportunities for throwing a strong light on to dark 
pictures will probably round off our knowledge of van Somer before many years have 
passed. 

The same is hardly to be anticipated for Abraham van Bhjenberch, of whom our know¬ 
ledge is extremely scanty. From documents we know that he was taking pupils at Ant¬ 
werp in 1621/2, and we can feel reasonably confident that he paid a short visit to England, 
probably about 1618. This is to be deduced from the facts that he painted a portrait of 
Charles, Prince of Wales^ and tliat his portrait of‘Robert Ker, Earl of Ancrum’ (Marquess 
of Lothian’s trustees) is dated 1618. His otlier known portrait of an English sitter, the 
signed half-length of‘William, 3rd Earl of Pembroke’ (Earl of Powis), shows him to 
have been the hardly distinguishable peer of Mytens or van Somer of about 1618. 
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Daniel Mytciis 

The career of Mytens was prolonged in England until after the final arrival of Van Dyck 
and brings us into contact with the chief patrons of the arts in the golden age of collecting: 
Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel, King Charles 1 , and, in a lesser measure, George Vil- 
liers, Duke of Buckingham. At this time in England (and perhaps at no other) collecting 
and the patronage of the living painter went hand in hand. I'lic artistic programme of 
Charles 1 , which he may be said to have taken over from the Earl of Arundel, was 
to align and marry the tradition of art in Britain to the European tradition. In this he 
succeeded and British painting has never been the same again. But the first inspircr of this 
aim was Lord Arundel and he was more or less directly responsible for introducing into 
England the three artists who most contributed to this end: Mytens, Inigo Jones (in 
architecture), and Van Dyck. Mytens is by far the least of these, but he is not an incon¬ 
siderable figure. 

Daniel Mytens was born at Delft; in t6io he matriculated in the Guild at The Hague, 
which leads to the plausible suppositions that he was a pupil of Miercvclt and was born 
about 1590; he was still at T he Hague in 1613, when he made his first marriage; he is next 
documented in August 1618, when he writes to Sir Dudley Carlcton from London in 
excellent English'^ and is described in a letter from Carleton to Arundel as ‘your Lordship’s 
painter’; in 1618 he had not yet succeeded in doing a portrait of Prince Charles, but he 
seems to have been introduced to James 1 about 1619, and official paymen ts for portraits 
ordered by the Crown begin in May 1620 (a payment for the portrait of the ‘Earl of 
Nottingham’ now at Greenwich); on van Somer’s death he succeeded as Court portrait 
painter, and payments for portraits of James land Prince Charles begin in 1623 (presum¬ 
ably, therefore, painted in 1622). He was more particularly favoured by the Prince 
(perhaps through Arundel’s influence), but was granted a pension of >(^50 a year for life 
by James I on 19 July 1624 ‘on condition that he do not depart from the realm without a 
warrant from the King or the Council’, which clearly reflects the royal misgivings over 
Van Dyck’s departure after his abortive visit in 1620/1. On 22 August 1624 Mytens was 
made a denizen ‘by direction of the Prince’, and the same month he was granted the lease 
of a house in St Martin’s Lane, also by the Prince’s directions: this lease was enrolled on 
30 December 1624 through Sir Henry Hobart, Prince Charles’s Chancellor (d. 1625), 
who had sat to Mytens for his portrait 22 December 1624.'’ King Janies died in March 1625 
and on 30 May 1625 Charles I appointed Mytens ‘Picture Drawer to the King’: on 10 
August 1626 there appears among the Acts of the Privy Council a ‘passe for Daniel I 
Mitten, his Majesty’s picture drawer, to goc over into the Low Countries and to remaine 
there for the space of six months’. This must surely have been an inspired journey so that 
Mytens could refamiliarize himself with the latest fashions in Flemish portraiture, and the 
work he did on his return shows that he had studied to good advantage, rhereafter pay¬ 
ments for royal portraits are continuous until after the arrival of Van Dyck in England in 
the spring of 1632. Such payments in fact continue until May 1634, but no certain royal 
portrait by Mytens is known after 1633. At what date Mytens finally returned to Holland 
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is obscure, but the pass for him to go to the Low Countries ‘with his truncks’ is dated 12 
September 1630, and that for his wife, with three children and two maids and ‘to take 
with them their truncks of apparel &c’ is dated ii May 1631.* In 1637 he was living at 
The Hague acting as one of Lord ArundeFs many agents for his collections,^ and he seems 
to have died there before 1647. Very few paintings are at present known which date after 
his departure from England. 

There is a bust of the ‘Third Earl of Southampton’ at Althorp which appears to bear 
Mytens’ genuine signature and the date 1610, and is entirely consonant with the style of 
Mierevelt. The next pictures which can be ascribed to him with reasonable certainty are 
the pair of life-size full-lengths at Arundel Castle of‘Thomas Earl of Arundcr (Plate 29) 
and his ‘Countess’, which can, with every probability, be identified with those mentioned 
as already painted in the letter of 1618. There is still a certain stiffness about the figure of 
Lord Arundel, but the hands have a quality of flesh and blood which had been lacking in 
earlier portraiture in England, and there is a certain breadth and ‘impressionism’ about the 
painting of the ruff which distinguishes this picture from the meticulous portraits of bits 
of lace and linen which had prevailed hitherto. The setting of the portrait also has a 
precise l ocalization which marks it off from the earlier groups of portraits, for it is in the 
Sculpture Gallery of Arundel House and shows the first large-scale invasion of the Medi¬ 
terranean world into England, that collection of Roman sculpture which led Horace 
Walpole to call Arundel ‘the father of i/irtii’ in England. In the Greenwich portrait of the 
‘Lord High Admiral the Earl of Nottingham’ (paid for in 1620: repetitions at Nostell 
Priory and in the Nottingham Gallery), the typical Mytens formula is established. The 
bulk and weight of the man are presented as never before in English portraiture, but 
character is achieved at the expense of elegance. This last defect (if such it be) is more 
apparent in the earliest of the portraits of‘Charles Prince of Wales’, that dated 1623 (but 
not signed) at Windsor, in which one feels at once that the sitter is faithfully but not 
flatteringly represented. 

It was in 1623 that Prince Charles and Buckingham made their impulsive visit to Spain 
to woo the Infanta, which was attended with artistic consequences almost as important as 
its political consequences were trivial. In Spain Charles came under the influence of 
Venetian painting of the High Renaissance and, in the Spanish royal portraits from the 
hand of Titian, Rubens, or the young Velazquez, he saw for the first time what eloquence of 
authoritative persuasion could reside in a royal image. If Charles’s impassioned collecting 
of‘Old Masters’ and the purchase of the great Mantua collection can be directly traced to 
this experience of the Spanish journey, so too can his search for a painter who would 
understand and fulfil his royal needs. Such a painter he finally found in Van Dyck, but he 
attempted at first to convert Mytens to his purposes. Soon after his accession he made him 
his painter and sent him to the Low Countries to study the latest fashions in Court 
portraiture. And the results were rewarding. There is an elegance, where possible also an 
air of romance, about Mytens’ full-length portraits painted in the years immediately after 
his return from the Low Countries, It has often been said that, in these, he anticipates Van 
Dyck, but it is more likely that he visited Antwerp and drew his new inspiration from the 
same springs at which Van Dyck was feeding his more precocious and courtier-like talent. 
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My tens’ most notable works of these years are the ‘Duke of Buckingham’ 1626 at Euston 

Hall (repetitionsatMiltonParkandelsewhere), the‘George, Lord Baltimore* 1627 (VI 7 cnt- 

worth Woodhouse; Plate 30), and the wonderful portrait of the ‘First Duke of Hamilton’ 

1629 (lent by the Duke of Hamilton to Edinburgh; Plate 3^)> which is the great master¬ 
piece of pre-Vandyckian portraiture in England. 

It does not - as has generally been supposed - seem to have been altogether from Rubens 
that Mytens derived this new inspiration. In 1625 Rubens had painted that equestrian 
portrait of Buckingham in the full Baroque style wliich perished by fire in 1949 with the 
Earl of Jersey s pictures: the 1626 Mytens of the same sitter has no tincture of this style, 
but rather a certain Spanish gravity. The ‘Lord Baltimore’ of 1627 has this in an even more 
marked degree and is only comparable (allowing for a difference in degree of genius) 
with the contemporary work of Velazquez. Velazquez is known to have painted a sketch 
of Charles in Madrid in 1623, which is now lost, and it may well be an echo of this work 
wliich accounts for the gravity of‘Lord Baltimore’. There is a payment in 1625 to Mytens 
for a copy of‘Titian’s great Venus’, and the profound influence of Charles I’s collection 
of Venetian pictures on those painters who could gain access to it begins to operate from 
this moment. The ‘Duke of Hamilton’ of 1629, with its wonderful harmony of silver 
against a clear, silvery, blue curtain, shows a feeling for colour which was entirely 
Mytens’ own, as well as liis power of romantic interpretation with a favourable sitter. 

But his time from 1629 onwards was mainly taken up with royal portraits, and the 
sitters were not favourable to Mytens’ genius. What Charles I and Henrietta Maria really 
looked like it is no longer possible to say, since Van Dyck has transmitted to posterity his 
‘official’ image. But we know that neither was tall nor graceful, and it is clear that Mytens’ 
powers of imagination were insufficient to the task of ennobling propaganda. There are 
three principal types of Mytens ’portraits of the King ~ the type in red (of which there is a 
signed and dated original of 1629 in New York and a rather hard studio copy of 1631 at 
Greenwich): the type in grey (of which there is a studio version dated 1631 in the National 
Portrait Gallery): and the type in Garter Robes (of which there is an original dated 1633 
at Wentworth Woodhouse (Plate 32) and others at Balcarres and the St Louis Museum). 
It will be sufficient to compare this last with the 1636 Van Dyck of‘Charles I in Robes 
of State’ (Plate 33) to appreciate where the King found Mytens lacking. There arc pay¬ 
ments also for several Mytens portraits of ‘Henrietta Maria with the dwarf Jeffrey 
Hudson’ (a subject which inspired Van Dyck to one of his most triumphant impositions), 
but no certain example is known.® 

This factory production of royal portraits is a phenomenon which persists from now 
onwards, and the difficulty of estimating a painter from such works - even when they are 
of high quality — has recently been proved in the case of Mytens. There is a payment in 

1630 to Mytens for ‘his Myesty’s picture at large with a prospect, and the Crown and the 
Sceptre, in a scarlet embroidered suit’, and such a picture (the only one known with a 
prospect) exists at Chatsworth. It is an exact version otherwise of the signed Mytens type 
in New York, but the penetrating eye of Mr Oliver Millar'^ has lately noticed that it is 
signed by Cornelius Johnson and dated 1631. Johnson therefore must have been devilling 
for Mytens at this date with hardly distinguishable fidelity, and there are portraits, such as 
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the double bust figures of the King and Queen at Welbeck,'® before which it is impossible 
to feel certain which of the two was the painter. 

There remain a number of full-length portraits, some of them of real distinction, which 
cannot be allotted to any of the painters so far named, although they mostly masquerade 
under the name of one or other of them. Cleaning and research into early accounts may 
well bring back a number of forgotten painters of this kind to our knowledge, and one 
such has, in fact, been rediscovered in recent years - John Eycke, whose signature, with 
the date 1630, appears on a full-length of the ‘First Lord Fitzwilliam’” at Milton Park, 
where there is also a companion portrait of Lady Fitzwilliam. He may well be the same as 
‘Mr. Yeekes the picture drawer’, who received ^4 for a posthumous portrait of Lady 
Crane in Sir Henry Hobart’s accounts for i May 1624 (Norfolk Record Society). 

Cornelius Johnson (Jonsoti) 

It is in single heads, however, rather than in full-lengths that the beginnings of what may 
perhaps be called a native British tradition can first be discerned. The first unquestionable 
master of these is Cornelius Johnson, a British-born subject (since he was baptized in the 
Dutch Church at Austin Friars 14 October 1593), although his father had come to London 
as a refugee from Antwerp and his more distant forebears hailed from Cologne. He has 
received much praise as an all-British product and as the first to seize (as only an English¬ 
man could) upon that shy and retiring streak in the English temper, whose presence in a 
portrait is a sure sign of native English art. It would probably be more true to say that he 
was a painter beautifully sensitive to individual character and wholly without any private 
national temper, for die portraits he painted in Holland after his retirement from the 
Civil War in 1643 are as thoroughly Dutch in temper as his English portraits are English. 

We have no clue to his training, which is as likely to have been Dutch as English. It 
was certainly not unusual for a young Englishman to be apprenticed in Holland to learn 
painting in the early years of the seventeenth century. His first signed work, a portrait of 
an ‘Old Lady’ dated 1617,**^ looks like a Dutch work and a Dutch sitter. His undoubtedly 
English work begins in 1619, and we can trace his career year by year, in a succession of 
signed and dated works” until 1643, when his wife’s fears at the outbreak of the Civil War 
led him to retire to Holland. His pass for leaving the country is dated 10 October 1643 
and he settled first at Middelburg. Later he is found working at Amsterdam and at Utrecht, 
and he died at Utrecht 5 August 1661.” 

His portraits of 1619/20 mark a new departure in style in England, and it will be well 
to analyse a typical (if unusually attractive) example, the ‘Susanna Temple’*^ (Plate 34B) 
dated 1620. It has the air of an Isaac Oliver miniature in large and it may well be that 
Johnson had learned of a miniaturist (although his own miniatures, which are in oil on 
copper, hardly begin before 1625). The feigned oval surround, which Johnson sometimes 
paints as if it were a marble frame in these early works, emphasizes the oval form, as in a 
miniature, and the paint has a high enamel and the colours often a bright glossiness which 
may well derive from the same source. All the resources of the artist are put into the head, 
and, unlike our view of Mytens, it is by his heads that we remember Johnson. He certainly 
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began by specializing in heads and had already achieved mastery in that form by 1619. 
The earliest three-quarter length with hands that has been identified is the earliest of his 
portraits of Lord Keeper CovcntryJ 7 (a constant patron) dated 1623. In this the hands and 
pose are still relatively clumsy but, in the 1627 three-quarter length of the same sitter in 
Lord Brabourne s collection, he can be seen to have learned from Mytens and even to be 
copying the Mytens form of hand. By 1631 (as has been noted in the Chatsworth Charles I) 
he is actually doing an almost indistinguishable copy of a Mytens. He seems to have 
been rewarded by being sworn ‘His Majesty’s servant in ye quality of picture maker’ on 
5 December 1632 (after Van Dyck’s arrival, and perhaps to supply the defection of 
Mytens, who was unwilling to play second fiddle to Van Dyck). Even as early as 1632 
sometliing of Van Dyck’s air has begun to creep into his sitters, as may be seen from the 
charming ‘Lady of the Kingsmill family’ 1632 (Plate 34A), formerly at Longford Castle 
and now in the collection of the Hon. Mrs Clive Pearson at Parham. But Johnson, in 
such pictures, takes from Van Dyck only as much as he can assimilate, and Van Dyck’s 
rhetoric is muted down into a formula adapted to the domestic rather than the public 
portrait. In these years Johnson’s heads have often a lovely silvery tone. In his rare (or 
rarely identified) full-lengths, which, by what is perhaps more than an accident, arc 
scarcely ever signed, he imitates the patterns and trappings of Van Dyck’s portraits more 
closely and with less of his own particular charm. Fairly certain examples arc the portraits 
(dated 1638 but not signed) of Thomas Earl of Elgin and his Countess at Redlynch Park. 
It seems possible from these that a number of pictures which now pass under the name of 
Van Dyck or his studio may be from Johnson’s hand. 

So sensitive was Johnson to the changes of taste and fashion that his latest English works, 
such as the ‘Sir Robert Dormer’ 1642 (Plate 3 5 a) (now in Mr T. Cottrell Dormer’s col¬ 
lection), betray a close kinship in style to Dobson. In all these changes of style, except 
perhaps in that revealed in his first works about 1620, Johnson follows rather than initiates 
a trend in taste, but he retains his liking for the feigned stone oval to the last and he keeps 
that freshness of approach to his sitter’s personality which is his greatest virtue. 

Erij^lish Contemporaries of Johnson 

Johnson’s teclmical excellence and high qualities as a draughtsman of a head mark him off 
from the general level of contemporary work, but vast numbers of portraits exist which 
belong generically to the same style of portraiture. A very few such pictures bear signa¬ 
tures and it is possible from some of these for the first time to get a glimpse of the activity 
of painters working outside London. A single portrait of an Unknown Man 1636 in a 
Welsh collection*® is signed by an equally unlmown Edward Beilin: the full-length of 
Lord Keeper Wilhams in the muniment room of Westminster Abbey is dated 1624 and 
signed ‘J.C.’, and this painter might be the same as the ‘J. Carlcton 1635 whose name is 
traditionally attached*^ to three heads of members of the Danby family at Swinton Park, 
which suggest a provincial Cornelius Johnson. In the possession of Mrs Vaughan Morgan 
in London (1938) was a portrait of a lady signed T. Jones fecit and dated 1628. Two 
portraits have been published^® which bear the letters lO in monogram and are dated 1637 
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and 1641: these may well be by the same hand, and the signature not an attempt at clumsily 
forging the signature of Isaac Oliver (d. 1617), but the suggested identification with John 
Osborne, the English craftsman in whalebone and horn who settled in Amsterdam, is 
sufficiently improbable. 

As further evidence for what little is known of the lesser painters of tliis period a few 
disembodied names may be listed: William Larkin who is paid for two portraits in 1617/19 
(Duke of Rutland MSS.) and who had painted a portrait of Lord Herbert of Cherbury 
before 1610;^* amongst the Naworth Castle accounts^^ portraits are mentioned by one 
Heskett in 1621 and by Charles Barker in 1629 and 1633 - these latter were certainly 
painted on the spot; Evelyn’s Diary under 1626 records that his picture was ‘drawn in oil* 
at his father’s house at Lewes ‘by ChantcrcU, no ill painter’; and a list of such names could 
presumably be very considerably extended. 

More interesting than any of these are two contemporaries of Johnson who are each 
mainly familiar to us by a more ambitious work: John Souch and David des Granges. 
John Souch was a Chester painter. In 1616/17 he is recorded in the Roll of Freemen of the 
City of Chester as prentice to Randle Flolme, the herald painter who was Deputy of the 
Office of Arms, and he himself received a prentice at Chester in 1636.-^ A signed portrait 
by him of a Cheshire sitter is now in the Tate Gallery, but his chief surviving work is 
the remarkable group of‘Sir Thomas Aston at the deathbed of his first wife’ 1635 (Man¬ 
chester; Plate 36).24 This is obviously, in many ways, the work of a herald painter. The 
figures are treated more or less as symbols and are not arranged in a grouping at all closely 
imitated from nature: the first Lady Aston appears, in an altogether medieval way, both 
as a living portrait and as dead in the same picture. But the heads arc clearly studied from 
the model and are treated in the same spirit as Johnson treats his heads. 

David des Granges is relatively well known as a miniature painter of secondary import¬ 
ance. His family came from Guernsey, but he himself was born in London either in 1611 
or 1613^^ and survived until the 1670s. A portrait on the scale of life, in style like an inferior 
Johnson from the 1630s, is at Wemyss Castle, and another life-size (49 x 40 in.) portrait 
of a ‘Lady and child*, dated 1661, was in the sale at Mottisfont Abbey in 1933. But his one 
memorable picture can be precisely dated to 1637 or 1639,^^ the group of the ‘Family of 
Sir Richard Saltonstall’ (Plate 37) and his second wife taken at the time of the birth of one 
of his last two children. This was formerly at Wroxton Abbey, where it traditionally bore 
an attribution to des Granges, and was acquired in 1933 by Sir Kenneth Clark. It is gay in 
colour - salmon and silver arc the prevailing notes - and tender and domestic in inter¬ 
pretation, the only thing of its kind at present known to rival Johnson in those endearing 
qualities of interpretation for which he is most justly admired. 

The closest in style of all these minor painters to Johnson, though far beneath him in 
gifts, was Gilbert Jackson, whose active career can be traced from 1622 to 1640.^^ About 
twenty signed and dated portraits by him have been found and others can often be re¬ 
cognized by his liking for dresses of strong grass green (often with garish vermilion bows) 
and a way of painting lace which makes it look as though soaked in water. He is less 
addicted than Johnson to the painted oval and altogether inferior in drawing. Although 
based on London it seems possible, from the distribution of certain groups of portraits by 
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him, that he travelled the country and settled in various districts for months at a time - 
Wales in 1631/2 and Oxford 1634/5. His most important portrait is the ‘Lord Keeper 
W^illiams 1625 at St John s College, Cambridge. Very close also to Johnson in many ways 
is George Jamesone, who must be considered under painting in Scotland. 

Sir Nathaniel Bacon 

The only truly native English painter of real distinction of the generation before Van Dyck 
was an amateur. Sir Nathaniel Bacon. He was born in August 1585 and was buried at Cul- 
ford on l July 1627. He painted only for his own family and his works had no influence 
on his contemporaries, and four of the half-dozen paintings which survive arc portraits of 
liimself. By far the most remarkable is the full-length at Gorhambury (Plate 28), which 
shows the gifted amateur in his study (rather than his studio) and reveals an interest in 
painting accessories and still life that is repeated in ‘The Cookmaid’ in the same collection. 
He also painted, in a miniature on copper, the firstBritish landscape (Ashmolean, Oxford), 
which is a curiosity rather than a work of art, and records survive of classical subjects. The 
portrait at Gorhambury (r. 1620) reveals some study abroad, and the silver-grey and 
lemon colouring of parts of it indicate Utrecht as the source, and probably Terbrugghen 
as the painter who inspired it. 

Foreign Painters contemporary with Johnson 

Foreign visitors among the portrait painters arc less numerous than might have been 
expected. An attractive painter, otherwise unknown, signed a picture of‘Lord William 
Russell and liis Dwarf’ 1627 at Woburn Abbey as ‘Johanes Priwizer dc Hungaria’; in 
1628 Gcrrit Honthorst was in England for some months, apparently on trial as official 
Court portrait painter, for he was made a denizen 28 November 1628 and granted a 
pension for life as ‘the King’s servant’, but he returned to Holland in December 1628 after 
painting a few portraits such as the ‘Duke of Buckingham and Family’ (Buckingham 
Palace) and the large composition for Hampton Court. Hendrik Pot painted Charles I 
(Louvre) in London in 1631, and a number of well-known painters were in London for 
short periods: Sandrart (1627), Hanneniann (for a number of years). Ter Borch (1635), 
Lievens, etc.; but nothing is known of their work in England. Sir Balthasar Gcrbier^* 
(1592—1667) may have painted a few portraits, but was chiefly occupied with other 
business; Nicholas Lanier (1588-1666), whose interesting ‘ Selfportrait is in the Examina¬ 
tion Schools at Oxford, was mainly a Court musician and agent for picture collecting; 
George Gcldorp, who came to England about the time of Charles J s accession, is docu¬ 
mented as the painter of two admirably prosaic full-lengths of the second Earl of 
Salisbury and his Countess at Hatfield,^^ but he seems soon to have developed into an 
artistic impresario, dealer, and pimp, and, although he survived the Restoration and was 
mixed up with art and artists all his life, there is little evidence that he did much painting 
himself - he died in 1665. There is finally Cornelius dc Neve (who has been wrongly 
confused with other Neves or dc Neves working in the 1640s or 1650s), by whom there 
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is a portrait signed and dated 1626 (National Portrait Gallery, Reference No. 1346) and 
a double full-length of Lord Buckhurst and his brother of 1637 at Knole: the former of 
these may well have been painted in Holland and is typical of The Hague school. 


Painting other than Portraiture 

Ill the Low Countries the first quarter of the seventeenth century saw the birth of an 
immensely rich and various school of landscape painting, but there was nothing compar¬ 
able in England, The very word ‘landscape’ was a Dutch importation into England in 
this century for something which had to be imported from abroad. A few views of British 
scenes exist, however, pretty certainly by Flemish workmen, in the tradition of topo- 
grapliical draughtsmanship. Among the most notable are a pair of views of the river at 
Richmond in the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, wliich were ascribed in the eighteen th 
century to the Antwerp painter, David Vinckeboons, but which bear no resemblance to 
his signed works. These perhaps date from the 1620s, and there are rather similar views of 
Pontefract Castle at Windsor and at Northwick Park. Clearly dated 1630 is the handsome 
view of‘Old London Bridge’ at Kenwood signed by Claude dc Jongh (d. 1663), and 
another such view is said to be dated 1650.-^® The Antwerp painter Alexander Keirincx 
(1600-1652: in England called ‘Carings’) was in the employ of Charles 1 and is docu¬ 
mented in England 1640/1: he practised the style of landscape created by van Coninxloo, 
which very rarely bore much relation to natural scenes; and another Antwerp painter, 
Adriaen van Stalbemt (1580-1662) was in England in 1633 and signed (together with 
J. van Belcam) a ‘View of Greenwich Park’ (Windsor) with small figures of Charles I 
and his Court. The ‘River Thames from above Greenwich’ (Plate 41) is also the subject of 
the solitary landscape worthy of the name which can be allotted to these years. It is in 
Captain Sir Bruce Ingram’s collection and can be dated about 1635. It is painted in the 
broad panoramic style of Hollar’s etchings, and, if we knew that Hollar ever practised in 
oil, an attribution to him would hardly be wide of the mark. 

Figure subjects are even rarer. There is occasional evidence that country workmen still 
used some of the old Catholic repertory (except for the persons of the Gospel story) in 
decorative panels, as in the heads of the Prophets and Sibyls at Chastleton House, which 
perhaps date about the middle of the reign of James I. Sir Nathaniel Bacon, no doubt 
imitating his foreign models, is said to have painted pictures of Ceres and Hercules and 
the Hydra, but the only Northern artist who can seriously be mentioned in this con¬ 
nexion is Francis Cleyn. 

Cleyn was born at Rostock in 1582 and spent some years studying in Rome and Venice, 
where he absorbed impartially most of the prevailing styles. He then became Court 
painter to Christian IV of Denmark and a number of historical paintings from his hand 
survive in the various Danish royal palaces.^* He settled in England in 1625 and became 
chief designer for the Mortlake tapestry works, which supplied the equivalent of 
historical paintings for the royal palaces. His most remarkable designs, which were 
executed in tapestry, are the ‘Hero and Lcander* series of which the finest examples survive 
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in the Swedish State collections, but he seems also to have turned his hand to paintings and 
some of the unattached full-length portraits may prove to be from his hand. On the 
strength of his work in Denmark one may accept Dr Margaret ^iVhinncy’s attribution to 
him of the three canvases from the Story of Perseus’ let into the ceiling of the Double 
Cube Room at Wilton.This seems to have been set in place after 1654. Cleyn was buried 
at St Paul’s, Covent Garden, 23 March 1657/8. 

Italy, however, was the great scat of historical painting and Charles I succeeded (after 
a failure with Guercino) in persuading one Itahan painter of distinction to settle in England, 
Orazio Gentileschi. Gentileschi came to London in 1626 and can be documented here up 
to 163 T, and it is probable (but unverified) that he died in London about 1638. Two of his 
easel pictures survive at Hampton Court, and the ceiling of the Hall at Marlborough 
House is pretty certainly that which he painted for the Queen’s House at Greenwich. 
Yet another of the pictures of his London period may be the handsome ‘Rest on the Flight’ 
recently acquired for the Birmingham Gallery. 


Painting in Scotland 

A considerable number of portraits survive in Scottish collections, dating from about 
1620 onwards, which were assuredly painted in the Northern Kingdom, but the only name 
which can confidently be associated with any of them before the middle of the century 
is that of George Jamesone.Jamesone is an almost exact Scottish counterpart to Cornelius 
Johnson, although he was neither so sensitive a draughtsman nor so perceptive an observer 
of character. He is also particularly difficult to judge to-day, since the medium with which 
he painted was usually so frail that most of his surviving portraits are mere travesties of 
what they once were. One of the very few which can still give some impression of his style 
is the ‘Marquess of Montrose’ 1629 (Plate 35B) at Kinnaird Castle, and Jamesone’s sur¬ 
viving works are all of more or less the same character - except for a late and battered 
‘Selfportrait’ (Countess of Scaficld) which shows the painter in his studio with pictures 
ranged upon the walls, which include a Seapiece and a large Mythology. Apart from this 
we have no evidence that he painted such things. 

Jamesone came from Aberdeen: on 27 May 1612 he was apprenticed to one John 
Anderson at Edinburgh,^^ a painter whose work is imknown. About 1619/20 he appears 
working on his own at Aberdeen in a style akin to Jolinson: he came to Edinburgh in 163 3 
for the visit of Charles I (whom he painted), and he visited Italy the same year without 
any appreciable alteration to his style. From 1634 he worked mainly at Edinburgh, or 
travelled round Scotland, and he died at Edinburgh late in 1644. 

Jamesone is only certainly known from busts or half-length portraits and there is not 
convincing evidence that any of the whole lengths which arc ascribed to liiin are from his 
hand. The ‘Erskine* portrait in the Edinburgh Gallery is too damaged for judgement, the 
Lord Spynie’ at Balcarres is by a different, and perhaps superior hand, and the Con¬ 
versation piece* at Tyninghame docs not agree with his usual style. Nearly all Scottish 
portraits of this period tend to be ascribed to him, but it is better to withhold judgement 
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in the present state of knowledge, and some of the most distinguished portraits which 
bear his name (such as the ‘Earl of Melrose’ - later First Earl of Haddington - at Tyning- 
hame) seem to be by a more competent painter trained in the Miereveld tradition. 

On the evidence of a portrait in the Edinburgh Gallery which is alleged, on very 
slender evidence, to be a ‘Selfportrait’ by a painter named Scougal, a fourth Scottish 
painter of this name has found his way into the literature. This is a picture in the Mytens 
tradition of the 1630s or early T640S, but there is no documentary evidence for a painter 
of the name of Scougal until the second half of the seventeenth century - nor has any 
other picture of this period been met with in Scotland which seems to be by the same 
hand. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE AGE OF VAN DYCK AND DOBSON 

The dominant figure in Northern Baroque art is Rubens, and England was not exempt 
from his pervasive influence. He had painted the Earl of Arundel first in 1620 and the Duke 
of Buckingham (in Paris) in 1625, and he was already something of a legend in English 
Court circles by the time of Charles I s accession. Toby JMatthew, writing from Brussels 
to Sir Dudley Carleton as early as 1620, says, ‘his demands are like ye Lawes of Medcs and 
Persians’, and it seems possible that he was already marked out as the painter of the ceiling 
of the Banqueting Hall at Whitehall (the building of which was finished in March 1622) 
as early as 1621. He finally visited England, on a diplomatic mission, from 5 June 1629 to 
6 March 1630. During these months he was as much feted as an artist as he was as a 
diplomat and Charles I knighted him on 21 February 1630. During this stay he painted 
the picture of‘St George’ (Buckingham Palace) in which Charles 1 appears as St George 
and Henrietta Maria as the Princess and the background is a view of London. He also 
presumably made final arrangements on this occasion for the ceiling of the Banqueting 
Hall, of which the separate elements were painted on canvas at Brussels and were com¬ 
pleted by 1634. They finally reached London in December 1635 and were installed in the 
ceiling in March 1636. 

The ceiling of the Banqueting Flail is the one full Baroque painted decoration in 
England, and, although it has remained in situ up to the present century, it has never 
received the attention that it deserves. Recent opportunity for close examination shows 
that a considerable number of the major figures arc executed by Rubens himself, and the 
whole invention gives proof of prodigious vitality and decorative power. But it was set 
in place at a time when the shadow of the coming Civil War was already beginning to 
obliterate all thoughts of grandiose projects, and it has remained the least fruitful and the 
least studied of the surviving great works inspired by the patronage of Charles 1 . 

Sir Anthony Van Dyck 

It is with Van Dyck that the name and fame of Charles I and the glamour of the Royalist 
cause arc indehbly bound up. We are perhaps no longer able to judge dispassionately 
to-day how much the common verdict of men, and even ‘the judgement of history , on 
Charles I and his times owe to the poet and magician whose name was Van Dyck. The 
extraordinary treatment which he received from the King makes it clear that his value 
as a propagandist in the cause of absolutism was fully appreciated, and he was treated, 
as no painter had been before, by the liigh aristocracy of England as an equal.* A weighty 
element in the secret of the style of his English portraits — a style which has no real parallel 
in British painting until the time of Lawrence — is that he painted his sitters, in all the 
fabulous glamour of Cavalier costume, as an equal. 
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The details of Van Dyck’s development as an artist arc no part of the history of British 
painting. He reached England fully formed. But his influence has been so immense that, 
as was the case with Holbein, we must not omit him (as has been usual), but treat him as 
an integral part of die tradition of British painting and seek to analyse his character as an 
artist. Much detailed study has been made of his earlier work, but a proper study of the 
portraits he painted in England is still a desideratum^ and no attempt can be made here 
to fill the gap. 

Van Dyck was born at Antwerp 22 March 1599 to a prosperous middle-class family. He 
was an infant prodigy and was apprenticed to van Balen when he was eleven; before he 
was nineteen, in 1618, he was entered in the Antwerp Guild as a Master. By that date he 
had absorbed, with mystifying precocity, everything which the flourisliing contemporary 
Antwerp school could teach and he was in a fair way to rivalling Rubens himself, on whose 
style his own was formed. His heart was perhaps always in Antwerp, but one city could 
not sustain two such fertile geniuses at the same time, and we no doubt owe it to this fact 
that he was latterly willing to settle in London. 

On the instigation of the Earl of Arundel, Van Dyck paid a visit of a few months to 
London at the end of 1620, and he definitely entered the service of James I. In February 
1621 he left London, with leave of absence from the King for eight months, to go and 
perfect himself in Italy - and he then defaulted from the royal service. It remains obscure 
what works of painting he executed on this first visit to London: for his subsequent liistory 
they were certainly unimportant. What is certain is that he spent at least the eight months 
of his leave working in Antwerp and we find him for certain in Italy by the latter part of 
1622. In Italy he remained until 1627, travelling much, but lingering longest at Genoa 
and Rome. He was back in Antwerp by the end of 1627 in full command of all the know¬ 
ledge and experience, both social and pictorial, which went to the formation of his 
English style when he finally settled in London about the beginning of April 1632. 

Italy, and above all the study of the works of Titian, had given Van Dyck’s style an 
additional tincture of Southern mellowness and refinement which he could not have got 
from Rubens. The contrast in temperament between Rubens and Van Dyck was a 
contrast between Rubens’ robustness, his sense of abounding life and energy, and Van 
Dyck’s sensibihty and awareness of the whole repertory of formal reticence in aristo¬ 
cratic life. This knowledge Van Dyck used in his Genoese portraits, but he found little 
scope for its exercise when he painted the Antwerp artists and bourgeoisie on his return 
from Italy. Only when he came to England did it emerge again as an essential clement in 
his portrait style, and it is founded to a large extent on the pattern and practice of Titian, 
the detailed study of whose works is so clearly proved by Van Dyck’s Italian sketch-book 
at Chatsworth. The sombreness of Italian costume and the rarity of Titian full-lengths 
make Titian a model more often for the spirit than for the detail of Van Dyck’s English 
portraits, but where a specially heroic invention was required, as in the ‘Strafford with 
the dog’ or ‘Strafford and his Secretary’ (both at Milton Park), Van Dyck took the whole 
pattern from Titian (the Prado ‘Charles V’ and the group absurdly called in England in 
the seventeenth century ‘Duke Cosimo and Machiavclli’). 

On Van Dyck’s arrival in London his defection to James I was at once forgiven and he 
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was treated by Charles with extraordinary favour. A house was provided for him in 
Blackfriars (i.e. outside the liberties of the City of London and thus outside the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the Painter-Staiiicrs Company), Before July 1632 he was appointed *principallc 
Payiiter in ordinary to their Majesties’ with a pension of a year; he was knighted on 
5 July 1632; he was given by the King a gold chain and medal on 20 April 1633; and the 
King and Queen frequently made personal visits to his studio. He never became a denizen, 
but the King attempted to secure his permanent residence in England by finally arranging, 
1639/40, his marriage to an English lady of noble origin. No artist had received such 
favours before. 

Van Dyck died in London 9 December 1641. Even during his official residence in 
England he had spent some time abroad. He was away a whole year in Antwerp from 
early in 1634, and he made visits of some months to Antwerp and to Paris in 1640 and 
1641. His whole active career in England lasted for less than eight years and his activity 
during that time must have been almost incessant, even though his patrons were limited 
to the royal family and to the immediate circle of the Court. In his English portraits he 
created - or brought to light by sensitive observation - a new world which has imposed 
its authority on the imagination of Europe. How much, we must ask, of this world had 
an objective existence? For it is often held against Van Dyck that he falsified the truth of 
appearances and hopelessly corrupted an honest British tradition in portraiture which was 
beginning to be formed. 

Van DyeVs Portraits of the Royal Family 

Such an inquiry may best begin by considering the portraits of Charles 1 and Henrietta 
Maria, for evidence on whose features (at any rate on the King’s) wc have ample com¬ 
parative material by other artists. It was for the painting of royal portraits that Van Dyck 
was encouraged to come to England, they were liis principal task during his first few 
years in London, and it was because of their success that the King made much of liim. A 
number of Privy Seal Warrants*^ survive for payments to Van Dyck for specific work, 
and there is a bill from Van Dyck, wliich must date from 1638, for work done and not 
then paid for. From these it appears that, in the first four months of his residence in 
London (by 8 August 1632), Van Dyck had completed: portraits of the King and Queen 
separately; the group (now at Buckingham Palace, but falsified by later enlargements) of 
the King, Queen, Prince Charles, and Princess Mary; four portraits (presumably repeti¬ 
tions from stock) of the Archduchess and members of the House of Orange; a companion 
Emperor to the scries of Titian emperors from Mantua; and repaired one of the Titians. 
Another nine portraits of King and Queen were completed before May 1633 and these 
may well not include the equestrian portrait with M. dc Saint-Antoine (at Buckingham 
Palace) which is dated 1633. These nine portraits came to ^^^^d by February 1636/7 

there is a payment of ^1200 for additional pictures, one of which was no doubt the King 
in Garter Robes at V/indsor, dated 1636, and another the group of the three elder children 
(V/indsor). Finally, wc have the bill of 1638 which itemizes twenty-two portraits, in¬ 
cluding the splendid ‘Charles I with Groom and Horse’ (Louvre) and the group of the 
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five children at Windsor. With such a series of Van Dycks judiciously distributed to 
friendly royalty abroad and to loyal supporters at home, it is not surprising that the King 
never, of his own free choice, sat seriously to another painter after Van Dyck’s death. 

As far as truth of feature goes Van Dyck’s portraits of the King arc in sufficiently faithful 
agreement with those of him by My tens and Johnson. In the most exacting of all, the 
view of the King’s head in three positions (Plate 38a), painted about 1636, to be sent to 
Bernini in Rome to enable the sculptor to make a bust of the King, Van Dyck comes off 
triumphantly. It is in the full-length portraits and in the use of Baroque accessories that 
Van Dyck’s gifts of elegant interpretation (and thus, by implication, of ‘falsification’) 
appear. Neither the King nor the Queen was tall and perhaps neither was altogether grace¬ 
ful, and Van Dyck certainly slides over these difficulties. We may allow the last word on 
tliis point to be with Sophia of Bavaria (later the Electress of Hanover), who saw the 
Queen when she came to Holland in 1641 and wrote: ‘Van Dyck’s handsome portraits 
had given me so fine an idea of the beauty of all English ladies, that I was surprised to find 
that the Queen, who looked so fine in painting, was a small woman raised up on her chair, 
with long skinny arms and teeth like defence works projecting from her mouth_’ 

Van Dyck also added new overtones of authority to the most grandiose of his portraits 
of the King, of which perhaps the noblest is the ‘Charles I on horseback’ in the National 
Gallery (Plate 39). This is perhaps inspired by the equestrian ‘Charles V’ by Titian and the 
implications of the equestrian portrait (a novelty in English royal iconography) were all 
with the commanders of victorious armies. The King was no doubt as much responsible 
for this absolutist element as was Van Dyck, but it is in such pictures that we find, for the 
last time for a century, painting done in England fully in line with the most advanced 
contemporary European tradition. 

Van DyeVs Portraits of the Court 

It was not, however, his royal portraits but his portraits of the British aristocracy which 
left such a profound bias on the direction of British taste. The revolution which Van Dyck 
effected can best be appreciated by the form in which the theory of portraiture was 
canonized in the early eighteenth century by Jonathan Richardson: ‘a good portrait, 
from whence we conceive a better opinion of the beauty, good sense, breeding and other 
good qualities of the person than from seeing themselves, and yet without being able to 
say in wffiat particular it is imlike; for nature must be ever in view’. We can perhaps go a 
little further than Jonathan Richardson in analysing in what particulars Van Dyck’s portraits 
are unlike. 

It is not for nothing that Waller speaks of Van Dyck’s studio as a ‘shop of beauty’. The 
beauty specialist is concerned with studying the temperament of the individual and 
advising how that can best be exploited along the lines of prevailing taste. Van Dyck had 
precisely this sensibility, which he directed not only towards individuals but towards 
nations and classes of society. It is usually possible at a glance to guess whether a portrait by 
Van Dyck represents a Genoese nobleman, a burgher of Antwerp, or a member of one 
of the princely houses of Northern Europe. Given the national temper and the national 
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costume, he devised a series of patterns appropriate to these various classes. The individual 
appears only in the features of the face, which Van Dyck studied and drew with meticulous 
fidelity. A certain absence of strong character was presumably not uncommon at the 
Court, but Van Dyck was equal to interpreting a strong character in a woman, such as 
the ‘Frances, Marchioness of Hertford’ at Syon House (Plate 40A), or a thoroughly un¬ 
pleasant one, such as the ‘Lady Castlchavcn’ at Wilton (Plate 40B). For each shade of 
character he adopted an appropriate technique and no great painter has shown a greater 
variety of handling in liis heads. He rearranged the standard trappings of the Baroque 
portrait, the damask curtain, the pillar, or the truncated column, with corresponding 
sensibility, and, on the rare occasions when he painted a poet rather than an aristocrat - 
as in the ‘Killigrew and Carew* at Windsor (Plate 3 8b) - he prescribes for liimself a 
different kind of pattern. It is needless to add that these personal subtleties escaped his 
countless imitators. But his poses, his hands, and his dresses became the fashion-plates of 
the contemporary artist, and an important source for their wide circulation was the scries 
of etchings by Flollar published in 1640 as ‘Ornatus muliebris anglicanus’, a number of 
which echo (with a great loss in elegance) some of the poses of Van Dyck’s portraits. 

Van DyeVs Work apart from Portraiture 

On the information of Sir Kenelm Digby,Bellori (1672, pp. 261-2) gives a list of religious 
and mythological paintings executed by Van Dyck for British patrons during his English 
period. Of these little or nothing survives, but a ‘Cupid and Psyche’ (which is not 
mentioned by Bellori) remains at Windsor. As with most great artists whose living is 
perforce gained mainly from portraiture, the desire was ever recurring to display his 
powers on some ambitious scheme of public decoration. About 1638 Van Dyck had 
sufficiently interested the King in a project of decorating the walls of the Banqueting 
House with scenes illustrating the History of the Order of the Garter for him to be 
required to make some sketches. A brilliant sketch in grisaille, for one wall, in the collec¬ 
tion of the Duke of Rutland, is all that survives of this project. It shows the King in the 
centre and a procession of all the Knights of the Garter, and is conceived in emulation of 
Veronese. But the King could not afford to finance the scheme and this disappointment 
may have played a part in causing Van Dyck to seek, as he certainly was seeking during 
the last years of his life, suitable employment away from the English Court. In spite 
of his great collections and his undoubted love of art, Charles I was unable to employ his 
one great painter to the full capacity of his powers. 

Van DyeVs Studio and his immediate Following 

The question of Van Dyck’s studio remains profoundly obscure. Apart from a statement, 
which probably refers to Edward Bower, that he was at one time ‘servant to’ Van Dyck, 
there is no evidence (contrary to what is often said - of Dobson for instance) that any 
British painter of consequence learned directly from Van Dyck. The names of his assist¬ 
ants that we know, J. de Reyn and David Beck, are Flemings, and he probably preferred 
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to have Flemish workmen, trained in the same studio tradition as he had been himself, to 
help him in the subordinate work on his portraits and to execute replicas. That a con¬ 
siderable number of replicas of different sizes could be ordered at one time we know from 
a letter of Strafford’s,^ but the great number of inferior repetitions which appear to-day 
to be more or less contemporary, were probably painted after Van Dyck’s death by pro¬ 
fessional copyists such as Belcam, van Leemput, and Simon Stone. Of these, van Lcemput, 
(d. 1675 and known as Remce), certainly painted original portraits as well as copies. On 
the other hand, an enormous number of portraits exist which date from about 1638 to 
1650 and which arc closely modelled on Van Dyck, so closely that the individuality of 
the painter is obscured. It has occasionally been suggested in recent years that these may 
be by Weesop, a painter who came to England about the time of Van Dyck’s death and 
left in 1649, but there is not a shred of evidence for tliis, and Weesop’s signed ‘Execution 
of Charles 1’ (Earl of Rosebery) disproves it. We can only recognize at present that the 
imitators of Van Dyck form a numerous and nameless tribe, whose works spread the 
more obvious elements of Van Dyck’s style far beyond the limited aristocratic circles for 
which he had worked himself. A great many such works are ‘traditionally’ called Van 
Dyck to-day in the houses where they hang. 

Van Dyck’s few portrait groups, of which the most notable is the huge ‘Pembroke 
family’ at Wilton, had no immediate following. For an artist so accomplished in the 
single figure they are all curiously awkward and clumsily designed. 

Painters of the 1640s uninfinenced by Van Dyck 

The influence of Van Dyck did not succeed in pervading the work of all his contem¬ 
poraries, even of all those who were employed about the Court. The elder John dc Critz, 
who was appointed Serjeant Painter about the time of the accession ofjames I, has already 
been noticed in the last chapter. He continued to hold that office until liis death in 1642, 
but was only employed by the Crown on decorative work and restoration. Two at least 
of his sons, John theyoimgcr (born before 1599) and Emmanuel (born between 1599 and 
1609), were early associated with him in the office of Serjeant Painter, to which the 
younger John succeeded by warrant dated 18 March 1641/2. This John fell fighting at 
Oxford soon after his appointment and we know nothing of his work, but a group of 
portraits survives in the Ashmolean Museum at Oxford which there is good reason to 
suppose is by a member of the dc Critz family and slightly less good reason to suppose is 
by Emmanuel.5 All are portraits of persons related to the de Critz family and one is a 
portrait inscribed by an eighteenth-century hand as ‘Oliver de Critz’, ‘a famous Painter’ 
(but nothing else is known of his painting); the others are all of the Tradescant family and 
that of‘Hester Tradescant and her Stepson’ is dated 1645. With them can be associated 
the portrait of‘John Tradescant Jr’ in the National Portrait Gallery, but no other absolutely 
convincing attribution to the same hand has been found. In style tliis group of pictures 
looks forward perhaps to Gerard Soest, but its antecedents are mysterious. Two of the 
pictures are, in a minor way, masterpieces, fine in quality and original in interpretation - 
‘John Tradescant with a spade’ (Plate 44B) and ‘John Tradescant and his friend Zythepsa* 
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(Plate 43). There is a seriousness, a meditative sadness, about both these pictures, akin 
to what we shall find in Dobson but without Dobson’s romantic Cavalier overtones. No 
doubt this is a reflection that the times were out of joint, but the painter has risen to the 
occasion and shown himself a master of the poetic possibilities of portraiture. Tradcscant’s 
Cabinet of Rarities was well known and the still-life of shells in his portrait with Zythepsa 
is an allusion to this, but the shells have been endowed with more than the value of 
a mere decorative accessory and their collector’s love for them has been conveyed by 
the painter in his making them appear as a third personality in the portrait group. Em¬ 
manuel de Critz lived on until 1665, but all that we know of his later practice is that he 
copied a Lely for Pepys in 1660 - a sad decline. 

Connected by marriage with the Tradescant and de Critz families (liis mother had re¬ 
married John de Critz the younger), and in style with the group of portraits called Em¬ 
manuel de Critz, was Cornclis de Neve (or Le Neve), perhaps related to the painter who 
has already been mentioned among the contemporaries of Johnson. A portrait in the 
Ashmolcan Museum at Oxford, which came with the Tradescant portraits, is inscribed 
‘Mr Le Neve / a famous Painter’ and is probably a selfportrait of about 1650: in the same 
collection is a portrait of Nicholas Fiske, wliich is conceivably by the same hand and is 
dated 1651 and signed ‘CDN’. Lc Neve is mentioned in Sir Edward Dering’s accounts for 
1648 and 1649,* and Evelyn mentions liim casually in 1649: the last that is recorded of him 
is that he painted a portrait of Elias Ashmolc in 1664, which is now at Merevale Hall. 

Traces survive of two other painters, not altogether dissimilar to one another in style 
and both equally distant from Van Dyck, who were active in the 1640s and most probably 
executed their few works at present identified when travelling the country. Of each a 
single group of works from one year only is known for certain. T. Leigh is found in 
North Wales in 1643. He signed, in a flowing hand,^ five portraits of members of the 
Davies family of Gwysaney and Llancrch, and all are dated 1643. Two are now in the 
Cardiff Gallery, of which the female portrait is a ruin, but the ‘Robert Davies’ (Plate 42A) 
and the three still at Gwysaney (Major Davics-Cooke) show a competent painter trained 
in a tradition akin to Cornelius Johnson. It is possible, but needs further exploration, that 
he may be the Thomas Leigh who signed, in 1656, a receipt for a posthumous portrait ot 
Robert Ashley in the Middle Temple. 

The second painter, akin to Leigh but a little more awkward in style, seems to have 
borne the initials ‘IW*. In the possession of the Pochin family at Barkby Hall in Leicester¬ 
shire are four portraits® signed ‘I.W.F.’ and dated 1648. Nothing further by the same 
hand has been traced. 

A versatile artist, perhaps more of the journeyman class, Richard Greenbury, also 
deserves to be mentioned. His career overlaps Van Dyck’s stay in London at both ends, 
and we find him as copyist, restorer, glass painter, and as executing painted altar-hang¬ 
ings.’ He was apparently a Roman Catholic but was already employed by the Crown in 
1622/3 for a portrait ofjames I (perhaps a copy): the last date we have for him is 1651. 
He followed Sampson Strong at Oxford and painted a portrait of the Founder for Mag¬ 
dalen in 1638, and did other work about the College, but he also copied old masters for 
the King and the competent copy of Diirer’s portrait of his father at Syon House is a 
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surviving specimen of his work. There is record of a lost work, a large canvas showing 
the cruelties of the Dutch at the Amboyna massacres in 1623, which he painted for the 
East India Company for purposes of propaganda, and which was so fearsome that it had 
to be destroyed. He appears to have been able to turn his hand to any class of painting or 
restoration and his career throws light on the lost corners of art history in England at 
this time. 

William Dobson 

Aubrey, who knew liim, quite rightly called Dobson ‘the most excellent painter that 
England hath yet bred*. He is, in fact, the most distinguished purely British painter before 
Hogarth. He was born in London in t6io/ii, the son of a Master of the Alienation Office: 
his father was of a respectable St Albans family who had wasted his estate by luxurious 
living. Dobson is said to have inherited this tendency to extravagance, but he was forced 
to learn the business of painting in order to earn his living. Richard Symonds, who no 
doubt learned it from Cleyn himself, wrote in his notebook in 1653 that ‘Mr Clein was 
Dobson’s master and taught him his art’. From Cleyn he inherited much of the tradition 
of the Italian High Renaissance and a leaning towards the Venetians, and through Cleyn 
he could presumably gain access to study, and perhaps copy, some of the Venetian paint¬ 
ings in the royal collection. Without such training we should have to postulate that he 
had been to Italy, for Dobson’s style is nearly independent of Van Dyck and could not 
have been learned from Van Dyck. It is probable that he copied Van Dyck too, and a 
copy has been reported of Van Dyck’s ‘Earl of Arundel and Grandson’ with Dobson’s 
signature (formerly in Major Bakcr-Carr’s possession). Until this reappears it is better to 
suspend judgement, for there is no other evidence of any nearer connexion between 
Dobson and Van Dyck. We know nothing whatever ofDobson until 1642 (at the earliest), 
when the Court had moved to Oxford. Van Dyck had died in 1641 and John dc Critz, the 
new Serjeant Painter, was killed in the fighting at Oxford. Dobson seems to have filled 
in a makeshift way something of the gap caused by both deaths, but there is no evidence 
that he was ever appointed ‘Principal Painter to the King’ and only the unsupported note 
of an eighteenth-century antiquary (Oldys) that he was Groom of the Privy Chamber 
and Serjeant Painter. He seems to have been active partly at Oxford and partly in London 
during the period 1642 to 1646 and he was buried at St Martin’s in the Fields in London 
28 October 1646. He painted the official portraits of the King’s children and members of 
the royal entourage at Oxford during these years, but the King does not seem to have sat 
for the completion of his own portrait. 

The work of these last four years is thus all that we know ofDobson and between fifty 
and sixty paintings arc at present traced. Of these, only two are full-lengths, four arc 
double portraits or groups, a few are single heads, and by far the greater number arc half- 
length portraits with hands. A particularly mature and splendid example of this last class 
is the ‘Endymion Porter’ in the National Gallery (Plate 47), which is valuable for the 
analysis of his style as it can be compared with a portrait of the same sitter by Van Dyck 
(in a double portrait) in the Prado. 

The spirit of Dobson in this portrait is altogether more robust and less consciously 
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elegant than the spirit of Van Dyck. The hands are larger and more solid, the texture of 
the paint rough and impasted and not smooth, the figure bulks larger because nearer to 
the plane of the picture’s surface. Van Dyck uses his Baroque accessories, the pillar and the 
curtain, for purely decorative ends: Dobson employs a more learned and specific repertory 
of such accessories. A colossal bust of a poet in the background, and a relief, perhaps repre¬ 
senting the Arts, in the lower foreground, are clearly intended to have some sort of 
relevance to the person represented. And such accessories arc almost habitual with Dob¬ 
son. ‘Sir Charles Lucas’ (at Corsham and Audlcy End), ‘Sir William Fermor’ (Duke of 
Portland), the ‘Marquess ofMontrose’ (Duke ofMontrose), the picture called ‘Sir George 
Carteret’ (Greenwich), and the ‘Sir William Compton’ and ‘Earl of Northampton’ (both 
at Castle Ashby), all have enigmatic classical reliefs or similar accessories in the back¬ 
ground. This practice is altogether unknown to Van Dyck and rare in Europe in the 
seventeenth century, although it had become more or less standard by the time of the 
manuals for painters which were popular at the end of the century (e.g. Gerard dc 
Lairessc). Its origin, however, and the source from which Dobson, probably through 
Cleyn, derived it, was Italian sixteenth-century manuals, particularly Lomazzo, who had 
been translated into English in the sixteenth century. In his Trattato delV arte della pittura, 
etc.. Book VI, chapter 50, Lomazzo says, ‘First you must consider the quality of the person 
who is the subject of the portrait, and, according to that quality, give the portrait its 
appropriate symbol’. Dobson’s style is thus learned as well as aristocratic and relics much 
more than Van Dyck’s on the intellect of the spectator. 

In what is perhaps Dobson’s masterpiece among single portraits the accessories arc less 
enigmatic - the ‘Charles, Prince of Wales’ in the National Portrait Gallery of Scotland 
(Plate 46). The boy soldier is seen with his page, with a battle raging in the background, 
and a jumble of military trophies on the ground from which emerges a hideous mask of 
Envy and Civil War. The figure is deliberately cut off at the knees (as Van Dyck would 
never do) to give weight and moment to it, and the difference between Dobson and Van 
Dyck can nowhere be better observed. 

This learned, latinizing, and allegorical aspect of Dobson’s art is most fully (and least 
happily) exemplified in the only*® subject picture by him at present known, an ‘Allegory 
of the Religious Wars in France’ (T. Cottrell-Dormer).** The invention here is presumed 
to have been largely Sir Charles Cottercll’s, but we know that Cotterell and L>obson were 
close friends, and the picture is evidence of the cultured and allusive world with wliich 
Dobson associated. As a picture it is far from satisfactory and it reinforces the suspicion 
that Dobson, although a master of the half-length portrait, was ill at case in flill-lcngths. 
The only two of these known, ‘Sir William Compton’ (Castle Ashby) and the ‘Earl of 
Peterborough’*2 (Drayton House, signed and dated 1644), are much more dependent on 
Van Dyck models for pattern than one would have expected, and they show considerable 
uneasiness in the treatment of the lower half of the human figure. 

Dobson’s greatest originality, however, is shown in liis few group arrangements of 
half-length figures. Two of these are among the finest and most interesting British paint¬ 
ings of the first half of the century, and neither has any close parallel among works of this 
age. The group of ‘Prince Rupert, Colonel Murray and Colonel Russell’ (Plate 45), 
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which belongs to Lord Sandys, can almost be described as a ‘historical conversation 
piece’ on the scale of life. It depicts an incident during the Civil War when Colonel 
Russell was persuaded not to abandon the Royalist cause and the three men are about to 
drink to this decision, Colonel Murray dipping a Royalist cockade into the glass. There is 
about all Dobson’s portraits - nearly all of which portray men prominent in the royal 
cause - a look of romantic heroism, as of the fated defenders of some precious heritage, 
but this group surprises the kind of decision which gave rise to such a look, and this 
psychological element in his portraiture, which is far removed from the aristocratic aloof¬ 
ness of the Van Dyck tradition, is what marks Dobson off from all his contemporaries. 

The other group is more enigmatic and shows ‘Dobson, Sir Charles Cotterell, and Sir 
Balthasar Gerbier’ (Albury Park (Plate 48)). The painter is the central figure and he seems 
to be being rescued by Cotterell from some temptation put forward by Gerbier. It is at 
least possible that this group also signifies a conflict of loyalties of the same sort as the 
other, but one more personal to Dobson himself. 

Pictures akin to Dobson 

A considerable number of portraits survive from the 1640s which show a decided kinship 
to Dobson but do not seem to be from his hand. But their number is very much smaller 
than the number of those which reflect the more prevailing style of Van Dyck. Dobson 
is not known to have had any pupils and the name of no other painter is recorded with 
any reputation comparable to the quality of one or two portraits whose attribution has 
hovered unsatisfactorily between Van Dyck and Dobson. The most remarkable of these 
is the ‘First Earl of Denbigh’ (Plate 51), originally at Hamilton Palace, which was pre¬ 
sented by Count Seilern to the National Gallery in 1945. It is far beyond what we know of 
Dobson’s powers in a full-length portrait, and yet the style is decidedly nearer to Dobson 
than to Van Dyck. As it is recorded as by Van Dyck in an inventory of the 1640s it may 
have to enlarge our knowledge of Van Dyck himself. Another portrait of a kindred 
character, also with a suggestion of the Orient about the background (there arc pyramids 
and a crocodile), is the ‘Sir William Paston’ (a half-length) at Fclbrigg. 

Henry Stone 

Confusion prevails over the paintings which can be ascribed to the only known English 
contemporary of Dobson whose name might be put forward as the possible painter of 
Dobsonesque pictures - Henry Stone. The main facts of his life are known.**’ He was 
baptized in London 15 July 1616 and died there 24 August 1653. On liis tomb, which was 
set up by his brother, John, it is categorically stated that he ‘passed the greatest part of 37 
years in Holland, France, and Italy’. We know that he returned to England from Italy in 
1643 and that he was apprenticed as a young man to his uncle, the Dutch painter, Thomas 
de Keyser, at Amsterdam. This would give him perhaps ten years abroad before 1643, so 
that we can reasonably assume that he was out of the country for a considerable period 
also between 1643 and his death in 1653. 
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The literary tradition fails altogether to conform to this. According to this/^ ‘one Stone’ 
worked for Van Dyck; he was a pupil of Michael Cross, who was sent by Charles I to 
Spain to copy the Titians in the Escorial, and he perhaps accompanied Cross to Spain; 
in 1652 ‘Mr Stone who copies’ showed Richard Symonds the pictures in Suffolk House; 
he ‘was an extraordinary copier in the reigns of Charles I and If; he was generally known 
as ‘Old Stone’. Since the daysof Vertue this Old Stone who specialized in copies has been 
equated with Henry, son of Nicholas Stone the sculptor, but only the blind desire of the 
blind to follow the blind can justify the equation. 

We now know, however, from an account at Woburn dated 1661, that the Stone who 
copied Van Dycks was a certain Simon Stone who worked on until after the Restoration, 
so that the way is clear for considering independently the work of Henry Stone, who 
may conceivably have painted some of the puzzling Dobsonesque portraits. 

There is, in fact, a portrait of this character at Stoneleigh Abbey (a repetition is at 
Lamport), which is decidedly Dobsonesque and rather foreign in style and bears an old 
inscription (it is hardly a signature), ‘H. Stone F. 1649’. From this portrait of‘Thomas 
Lord Leigh’ (Plate 44A) it should be possible to recover some knowledge of the true 
Henry Stone. 

Edward Bower 

Dobson and Stone were more or less independent of Van Dyck, and the former at least 
was die leading painter on the Royalist side When we come to those who worked for 
sitters on the side of Parhament it is curious that we should find a much stronger depend¬ 
ence on Van Dyck models. Bower, in fact, in a contemporary letter of Lord Fairfax,®* is 
stated to have been servant to Van Dyck. This must have been before 1638, which is the 
first date known for him. He came very probably from the South-West, perhaps Devon¬ 
shire, and he picked up in Van Dyck’s studio (where he can in no sense be considered to 
have been a ‘pupil’) enough of the machinery of picture-making to enable him to produce 
provincial imitations. He probably painted Lord Fairfax at Bath in 1646 and he was 
certainly in London at the time of the King’s trial in January 1648/9, when he made 
drawings of the King from life, as he sat at his trial. From these he produced at least three 
slightly different paintings which were popular with the copyists for a number of years. 
They are more historically poignant than competent as works of art, but Bower seems 
to have enjoyed a certain prestige in the City of London from then until liis death in 
January 1666/7. 

Robert Walker 

There would, on grounds of style, be more reason to surmise that Walker, the much 
inferior counterpart to the Royalist Dobson on the ParHamentary side, may have actually 
been a pupil of Van Dyck. The date of his birth is unknown and the only material on 
which to base a supposition of his age and early training is his ‘Selfportrait’ (Plate 50B) in 
the Ashmolean Museum at Oxford. Tliis very interesting picture is signed and gives evi¬ 
dence of a degree of sardonic wit in Walker which one would not have guessed from his 
other known works, for it is a deliberate parody of Van Dyck’s ‘Selfjportrait’ (Plate soa) 
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in the collection of the Duke of Westminster, Van Dyck displays himself with a good 
deal of arrogance, as the object of royal patronage. He stresses the gold chain which the 
King had given him in April 1633 and he points to the sunflower, a symbol of royal 
patronage, wliich is turned towards him. Walker converts the image into a straitened and 
upright design (he is always prone to exaggerated verticals) and he points, not to a sun¬ 
flower, but to a statuette of Mercury, the patron of vagabonds and thieves. If the Van 
Dyck was perhaps painted about 1633/4, and the Walker was only a year or two later and 
shows a man of some twenty-five to tliirty, we can suppose Walker born between 1605 
and 1610. He seems at any rate to have been in independent practice by 1637, if his 
signature and the date have been correctly read on a picture of ‘Cardplayers’ in the von 
Rechberg collection at Donzdorf.*^ The latest certain date that we have for him is 1656: 
he was possibly still alive in 1658, and he is generally supposed to have died a little before 
the Restoration, 

The rather Italiaiiate kind ofjoke shown in the Oxford ‘Selfportrait’, the subject of the 
picture of 1637, and the fact that Richard Syiiionds in 1652 quotes Walker’s opinion about 
the effect of rolling them on pictures painted on the canvas favoured in Italy, make 
plausible Mr Collins Baker’s suggestion that he studied in Italy. We certainly know that 
he did copies of Titians in the royal collection and his connexion with Titian’s patterns 
is sometimes even closer than Van Dyck’s. He is next heard of in 1648, when John Evelyn 
sat to him for the very curious portrait now on loan from the Evelyn family at Christ 
Church, Oxford. This is perhaps the least Enghsh-looking portrait painted in Britain 
during the seventeenth century and must have been directly intended by the sitter to give 
him the air of an Italian virtuoso. For it is a sort of parody of a typical Italian picture of the 
‘Penitent Magdalen’! We may surmise that Evelyn would have chosen a painter lately in 
Italy for the execution of this curious whim. By 1649, however, we find Walker painting 
Cromwell*® and the peintre-en-titre of the new regime. We can gather by implication 
from the arrangements for Cromwell’s funeral, that he had no ‘official painter’. 

Walker was kept busy during the first years of the Protectorate painting portraits of 
Cromwell (N.P.G., Leeds, Althorp, etc); and a certain number of portraits of other pro¬ 
minent personalities of the time are so entirely consonant in style with these that we need 
not hesitate to ascribe them to Walker. One of the best is the ‘Colonel Hutchinson’ at 
Milton Park (Plate 49A), which is of exceptional interest for being accompanied by a 
companion portrait of‘Mrs Hutchinson’ (Plate 490) which can safely be treated as a norm 
for Walker’s female portraits. Just as the Cromwell portraits all derive from Van Dyck 
patterns, the ‘Colonel Hutchinson’ is deliberately imitated from Titian’s ‘Allocution of 
the Marquis of Vasto’ now in the Prado, and it is a significant reflection that the official 
Commonwealth portraits should all echo the designs of absolutist Court painters. On the 
other hand, no full-length and no equestrian paintings of Commonwealth personalities 
are known.*’ 

Two signed and dated portraits of 1656 survive - an ‘Unknown Youth’ belonging to 
the Shirley family in Ireland and the ‘2nd Duke of Somerset’ at Syon House. Both betray 
a flagging hand and a continued dependence upon the models of Van Dyck. The truth 
is that, even during the Commonwealth period, the rising star of Lely had eclipsed in 
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popular patronage the artist favoured by the Protector. Walker is also known to have 
painted Philosophers*, which we may imagine to have been in the vein of Ribera. 

Isaac Fuller 

Although he lived on long after the Restoration, Isaac Fuller is best considered with 
Dobson and Walker. He may well have been older than either, but there seems no sound 
evidence for placing his birth, as is often done, in 1606. He studied in France under 
Fran<^ois Perrier, presumably before Perrier’s second visit to Italy (1635/45), and he was 
working at Oxford in 1644, at the same time as Dobson. After some years at Oxford he 
became established in London, and closed a steadily more besotted existence on 17 July 
1672. His work of 1644 ^.nd that of 1670 show common qualities, a sort of fierceness of 
approach and bravura of execution, which, combined with his known fondness for the 
bottle, has led the Bodleian ‘Selfportrait’ (Plate 52B) to be absurdly labelled as ‘painted 
when drunk’! It was clearly painted when in full control of a lively hand and an original 
mind, and makes us regret that so little of his work is known to survive to-day.^*’ 

A portrait at the Tate of ‘John Cleveland’ (Plate 52 a) bears on the back a label 
saying that it was painted at Oxford in 1644, and there is eighteenth-century tradition to 
support the attribution. It is something new in British painting, and shows a new tendency 
from which Lely was to learn. The quiet pose and gestures of Van Dyck or Dobson have 
given way to something more vivid and expostulant, and it may be instructively com¬ 
pared with a picture such as the Bourdon ‘Selfportrait’ in the Louvre. The face is executed 
with a certain careless dash and shows an unquiet spirit, and the same characteristics appear 
in the ‘Edward Pierce’ at Sudeley Castle, painted some years after the Restoration. The 
only other certain works of importance which survive arc three variations of a self- 
portrait. The earliest is perhaps that in the Bodleian, signed and dated 1670, in which the 
plain dark cap he was originally wearing has been altered - entirely in the interest of the 
design - into a singular dark crimson headpiece. In the variant in the National Portrait 
Gallery a bust is placed instead of the drawing and the picture is converted more into a 
‘virtuoso portrait’; in that at the Queen’s College, Oxford, Fuller’s son has been added 
behind. These are a striking anomaly for their time, with the scale deliberately a little 
larger than the life. They are a faint echo of Rembrandt’s later selfportraits, and as nearly 
out of touch as those arc with the prevailing taste. 

Fuller’s work other than portraiture is lost. He did some religious painting at Oxford 
and decorated a large room at the Mitre Tavern in Fleet Street with a series of life-size 
figures of classical divinities in wliich Vertue thought the Baccliic figures the best. From 
his description^' we can still picture with some vividness the ‘fiery colours’ and the pro¬ 
minent marking of the muscles. One is reminded, for the muscles, of Perrier’s engravings 
after the Antique. Some large historical paintings of the adventures of Charles II after the 
Battle of Worcester, which once adorned the Irish Houses of Parliament, are said to have 
survived, at least until recent times, in the possession of the Earl of Roden in Ireland. 

The names of a few painters are known whose style may be distantly associated with 
Fuller. William Sheppard is known by several versions of a single portrait of Thomas 
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Killigrcw, painted at Venice in 1650, of which the original is perhaps at Dyrham. From 
Venice Sheppard seems to have gone to Rome, but was back in England before the 
Restoration. A portrait of the ‘3rd Earl of Downed datable to 1658, was last in a sale 
at Sotheby’s 17 February 1937 (77) and was signed ‘Betts £’ This had a ruggedness 
reminiscent of Fuller, which was not repeated in a portrait of ‘Lady Humble’*^ signed 
‘John Betts 1660’ (formerly in John Lane collection), which is dominated by the style of 
Lely. In the Examination Schools at Oxford is a portrait signed ‘Ro. Fisher Pinxit’ and 
dated 1655, whose bold and rough facture suggests a direct connexion with Fuller: and 
the same remarkable collection includes a portrait of‘Christopher Simpson’ engraved as 
by J. Carwarden in 1659. Carwarden is mentioned in 1636 and a signed portrait by him, 
dated 1658, was in a sale 5 May 1927, lot 86. He may have been the composer John Car- 
warden. In the Autobiography of the Rev. Henry Newcomc (Chetham Society, xxvi, 
97) there is reference to a painter named Cunney working at Manchester in 1658, and 
another provincial portraitist who has left more extensive traces is Edward Mascall. He 
was the son of an embroiderer at York, where he was born about 1627, and where he was 
admitted a Freeman in 1660. His works, ranging in date from 1650 to 1667, were found 
mainly in the North of England (two were at Hornby Castle, one at Wykeham Abbey, 
and one at Lowthcr Castle), but two, one of‘Mary Edgeumbe’ 1658, were among the 
pictures destroyed by bombing at Mount Edgeumbe. His work has an austere Puritan 
cast which is not without distinction. 

Paintinj^ other than Portraiture 

Little survives of landscape which can be associated with the years from 1630 to 1660. 
Certain drawings, apparently of English scenery, are ascribed to Van Dyck and have a 
surprising freshness of approach, and there is a solitary oil painting at Chatsworth (with 
little figures partly cribbed from Rubens) which shows something of the same spirit. 
This is traditionally ascribed to Inigo Jones (1573-1652) and, if it be his, it is unique. It 
agrees well enough, however, with the style of Frans Wouters (i6i2-59),^3 a pupil of 
Rubens who came to London in 1637 and was made ‘Painter to the Prince of Wales’. 
Wouters was back in Antwerp by 1641, but he painted one or two landscapes in England 
(in the style of Rubens and not from nature) and an admirable example from the collec¬ 
tion of Charles I remains at Kensington Palace. 

Another pupil of Rubens, Abraham van Diepenbcckc (1596-1675), was probably in 
England as early as 1629, when he painted a dozen pictures of horses (now at Wclbcck) 
for the Earl of Newcastle, some of them with views of the Earl’s houses in the back¬ 
ground. These pictures make Diepenbcckc the theoretical father of sporting painting in 
England, a genre which was to develop increasingly with the eighteenth century. 

A negligible future was before another kind of painting which had a certain vogue in 
England at this time - the architectural interior. The younger Hendrik van Steenwyck 
was already settled in London in 1617 and he appears to have remained in England until 
his death about 1649. Only one English continuator of the same tradition is known, a 
certain Thomas Johnson,*'* whose working life is known to extend from 1651 to 1685. 
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His single surviving original work is more poignant as an historical document than im¬ 
portant as a work of art - a view of the interior of Canterbury Cathedral in 1657 with 
figures of Puritans destroying the stalls and the stained glass. It reveals unexpected pos¬ 
sibilities and Johnson is reported in 1685 as showing to the Royal Society a number of 
views that he had taken in the neighbourhood of Canterbury. 

Painting in Scotland 

There is no lack of names of painters in Scotland at this time, nor lack of portraits, but 
there is a lack of identification of the painters of portraits between the death ofjamesone 
in 1644 and the emergence of the first certain member of the Scougal family. The most 
prominent of the painters who took prentices at Edinburgh during this period arc John 
Sawers (Sewers) who took eight prentices between 1595 and 1649 and whose son-in-law, 
Joseph Stacie, took a prentice in 1656: one Telfcr (Tailfier) also was taking prentices 
between 1647 and 1663. 
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THE AGE OF LELY 

Sir Peter Lely 

From about the year 1650 Lely had the largest practice of any portrait painter in the 
kingdom, but his name is as indissolubly connected with the years after the Restoration 
in 1660 as that of Van Dyck is with the reign of Charles I. He was the first painter after 
Van Dyck to attain to anything like the same position of public eminence, and Charles II 
appointed him his Principal Painter and, on 30 October 1661, granted him a pension of 
/^200 a year *as formerly to Van Dyck’. His style, infinitely less subtle and less personal 
than Van Dyck’s, left a deeper impress on British painting, and we can trace back to Lely, 
and perhaps no further, the main themes of later British portrait painters and the establish¬ 
ment of a sound, well-grounded, unimaginative tradition of studio practice which has 
dogged official portraiture in Britain to our own times. He is the first painter in England 
by whom an enormous mass of work survives. For it would not be difficult to make a 
catalogue of four or five hundred pictures more or less painted by Lely liimself, and the 
number of studio repheas and copies runs into thousands. 

Lely’s style is matter for the historian rather than for the student of the genius of the 
creative artist. In mere executive abiUty he was perhaps equal to Van Dyck. His drawing 
could be impeccable, he was capable of lovely colour, and he has hardly been surpassed 
in his painting of the texture of silks and satins. In the power of rendering the sleepy 
voluptuousness which was fashionable at the Court of Charles II (and elsewhere in Europe 
at the time) he was unrivalled. But he altogether lacks that flame of personal genius, that 
power of creating as well as recording an image, which warms the imagination when we 
contemplate a masterpiece by Van Dyck or Dobson. His style is international rather than 
English, and one or two portraits by Jan Mytens in Holland or Bourdon in France are 
scarcely to be distinguished from Lelys. Although he never left England after he had 
made his name, and although his portraits were hardly to be seen abroad, Sandrart, who 
had never seen a Lely painting, records his great reputation and reveals the secret of his 
success in a little poem* which begins: 

Was reimet sich auf wahre Kunst? 

Herr Lilli saget: Konigsgunst. 

(What rhymes with true art? Mr Lely says: ‘The favour of Kings’.) 

Lely’s family name was van der Faes and he was born on 14 October 1618 at Soest. 
Though his family was Dutch he happened to be born at Soest in WestphaUa rather than 
at Soest in Holland.^ He was trained at Haarlem under Pieter de Grcbber and became a 
Master in the Haarlem Guild in 1637. Nothing is known of his work before he came to 
London and the date of his arrival is uncertain. There seem to have been rival traditions 
in the eighteenth century that he came over (a) for the marriage of William of Orange and 
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Princess Mary, which took place in 1641, (b) in 1643 .1 think 1643 the more probable 
date,^ and it is likely that Geldorp, who had been concerned in Van Dyck’s coming over 
in 1632, was concerned in Lely’s arrival also. 

At any rate Vertue was told by the veteran painter Isaac Sailmaker (1633—1721) that 
Lely wrought for Geldorp in liis house’ on his first coming over and that the young Sail- 
maker was employed there also. This might well be about 1643/5. Vertue also reports that 
Lely first painted landscapes and history pieces on coming to England, and only later 
turned to portraiture, and, in another passage, Vertue refers to early Lely portraits wliich 
were in the style of Dobson or Fuller. The most likely candidate for an example of Lely’s 
first phase is the ‘Blind harper’ at Althorp (Plate 42B), which is strongly reminiscent of 
what we know of Fuller. 

As a painter of portraits Lely first comes into prominence in 1647 and no certain portrait 
by liim of an earlier date is known. During some months in 1647, when the King was at 
Hampton Court he was visited by his cliildrcn who were in the custody of the Earl of 
Northumberland, and Lely painted for the Earl the curious and rather moving group of 
Charles I and the Duke of York (Plate 54A) now at Syon House. Tliis picture is without 
parallel in Lely’s a^uvre and shows sometliing of the same psychological interest as was 
noticed in Dobson’s groups. 

At this time (1646/7) when the three younger of the royal children were in the care of 
the Earl of Northumberland, he also commissioned from Lely a portrait group of them, 
now at Petworth (Plate 54B), which, although more tender in interpretation than is usual 
with Lely, shows for the first time some of the new elements he was to introduce into 
fashionable portraiture. In addition to Van Dyck’s column and curtain Lely has introduced 
a very elaborate Baroque fountain and cherub and he has set the figures well inside a 
gently wooded parkscape. The only Van Dyck portrait which anticipates these motives 
is the picture called the ‘Countess of Carhsle’ at Windsor, which may well have been taken 
by Lely as the starting-point for this ‘portrait in a landscape* which was to become a 
dominant theme in British painting until the end of the eighteenth century. It is significant 
that this particular Van Dyck is more charged with voluptuous overtones than any other 
of his Enghsh works. The patronage of the Earl of Northumberland may well have given 
Lely his first opportunity to study Van Dyck, and it is worth recording that the two finest 
Van Dyck copies wliich traditionally bear Lely’s name - the ‘Algernon, Earl of North¬ 
umberland’ (Syon House) and the ‘Anne, Countess of Bedford’ (Count Bentinck, Mid- 
dachten) are both after originals which then belonged to Northumberland (originals 
now at Alnwick and Petworth). 

At about the same time we also find Lely associated with so strong a Royalist as the 
poet Lovelace, who might almost be described as serving Lely as a press agent. On the 
group at Syon House Lovelace wrote his poem ‘See what a clouded Majesty... ’ and it is 
curious to find what element in the portrait he selects for admiration, for it is a quality 
which Lely speedily eliminated from his portrait style. ‘The amazed world’, says Love¬ 
lace, ‘shall henceforth find / None but my Lilly ever drew a Minde.' On 18 October 1647 
both Lovelace and Lely were together made free of the Painter Stainers’ Company and 
Lely made a drawing of‘Lucasta’ - a decolletie lady at full length, with a scoop - for the 
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1649 edition of Lovelace’s Poems. A painting in a similar style which must be of this date 
is the ‘Henry Sidney’ (later Earl of Romney) at Penshurst (Plate 55), where there is a 
group of Lely portraits of about 1650. The boy (b, 1641) is seen walking in a landscape 
with a dog, in a costume which might be described as ‘pastorally classical’. He is extremely 
conscious of the spectator and the tranquillity of Van Dyck has given place to movement, 
Van Dyck’s gracious ease is replaced by something of affectation, and there are un¬ 
equivocal overtones of the voluptuous. It should be added that it is also splendidly painted 
and has a captivating resonance of soft colour, and it is worthy of remark that this con¬ 
fection was produced in the first years of the Commonwealth. It is the direct ancestor of 
certain portraits of children by Reynolds. 

Another poem by Lovelace, Peinture, A Panegyrick to the best Picture of Friendship, Mr Pet. 
Lilly, which must have been written during the early 1650s, makes it clear (amid a great 
deal of obscure jargon) that Lely was painting a number of mythological subjects at this 
time, and it is probably correct to date in the middle 1650s such pictures as the ‘Europa’ at 
Chatsworth and the ‘Sleeping Nymphs’ at Dulwich, the latter of which seems almost a 
foretaste of Etty, A much copied picture,‘The Duct’ (Plate 61) (which often goes under 
the bizarre title of‘Anne Hyde and her Music Master’), now in Lord Dulverton’s collec¬ 
tion, is actually signed and dated 1654. It is Metsu done over in terms of Van Dyck.^ Up 
to the time of the Restoration, when he had no time for anything but portraits, Lely 
probably produced a steady stream of such subject pictures, wliich seem to have found a 
ready market in the austere days of the Commonwealth and Protectorate. 

In 1651 Lely even made a bid with Parliament for employment as a historical painter. 
The proposal, in which Lely was associated with those dubious characters, Gerbier and 
Geldorp, was to decorate Whitehall with oil pictures of all the memorable achievements 
since the Parliament’s first sitting. The scheme came to nothing, but is an indication of 
Lely’s adaptability to the immediate political scene, a quality less admired at the moment 
than it has been in the past. At any rate he made a good deal of money during the Com¬ 
monwealth and began that collection of pictures and drawings, one of the finest non- 
princely collections in Europe, whose sale after his death was the first of the spectacular 
picture auctions of the modern world. By the time of his deatli he was in possession of 
no less than twenty-five first-rate pictures by Van Dyck and liis collection of old master 
paintings and drawings made unnecessary for him a visit to Italy and must have turned 
his studio into an academy for young painters, whose fruits can hardly be estimated. 

Where the materials from which to select are so ample it will be best to consider only a 
relatively small number of his portraits, and such only as can be rather closely dated. At 
the beginning of the 1650s Lely received ^5 for a head-size and for a half-length, 
and the payment, on 21 April 1651, for the half-length of‘Lady Dering’ (now at Parham 
Park; Plate 53B) occurs among Sir Edward Dering’s accounts.® A companion picture of 
her sister, ‘Lady Finch' (from Burley-on-the-Hill), now belongs to Judge Beckett, and 
the two provide a norm by which to date portraits in this style. The pose is tranquil and 
derived from Van Dyck: so too is the texture, tone, and painting of the draperies; but 
the ladies are more embowered in a rocky forest, a little more modishly pastoral than 
is normal to Van Dyck - and, in one, the ubiquitous Cupid fountain appears. A splendid 
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example of the male portraits of about the same date<^ is the ‘Sir William Compton’ 
(Plate 5 3 a) at Ham House, long called a Dobson in spite of Lely’s signature. In this, as in 
other portraits at Ham of the same period, Lely is certainly dependent on Dobson’s 
temper for his own interpretation. Where he had no models, however, as in his rare 
child portraits, he could contrive a pretty fbicy without imitating~as in the‘3rd Duke of 
Somerset and Lady Elizabeth Seymour’ as babies, c. 1652/3 (formerly at Savernake). By 
1653 he was painting portraits of Cromwell for the various foreign Ambassadors, an 
example of which is now at Birmingham: and he shows that he could adapt himself to the 
requirements of dowdiness in the ‘Ladies Anne and Arabella Wentworth’ of about 1653/4 
at Wentworth Woodhousc. The extreme limit of his austere Commonwealth style 
appears in ‘The Perryer family’, signed and dated 1655, at Chequers Court - five gloomy 
people who appear to be waiting for the endof the world in the presence of an over-lifesize 
bust. Busts of this character^ are a common feature in Lelys up to the time of the Restora¬ 
tion, when they vanish altogether. A glimpse into Lely’s relations with his sitters is to be 
found in Dorothy Osborne’s correspondence® in October 1653, where she writes of a 
portrait of herself that ‘Mr Lilly will have it that hee never took more pains to make a 
good one in his life’ but ‘that was it I thinke that spoiled it; he was condemned for making 
the first hee drew for mee a little worse than I, and in making this better hee has made it 
as unlike as tother’. It is almost as if we had surprised the exact moment at which Lely 
decided to abandon a scrupulous truth to feature (at least in female portraits) to flattery. 
He never looked back. 

Although Lely perhaps worked only in his London studio after the Restoration, he did 
not disdain in the 1650s to visit ‘gentlemen’s houses’® in the role of a travelling painter. 
It may have been when in Suffolk about 1655 that he met Hugh May (son of Sir Hum¬ 
phrey May) who appears in the disguise of Lely’s ‘servant’ on a pass for travel to Holland 
wliich was granted to both of them on 29 May 1656. May’s later activity as an architect 
is still little studied, but he and Lely between them seem to have cornered a good deal of 
the royal patronage to artists at a later date and it is at least possible that both made contact 
with the exiled Court on this journey to Holland in 1656. Lely’s immediate recognition 
as the official painter after the Restoration and certain obscure financial transactions with 
the Crown at a later date suggest that, on this visit to Holland in 1656, Lely may have 
embarked on a policy of‘reinsurance*. He was back in London by 1658, if Vertue read 
that date correctly on a portrait of the dwarf painter, Richard Gibson (also with a colossal 
bust), which seems to have been the original of the picture now in the National Portrait 
Gallery; and at least three large portrait groups can be dated with some certainty to the 
very end of the Protectorate. The largest and most accessible, the ‘Hales family’ at the 
Guildhall, presents certain difficulties of dating, but ‘The family of the 2nd Earl of Car¬ 
narvon’ (Sir John Coote, Bart; Plate 56) can be closely dated to 1658/9 and the ‘Family 
of Sir John Cotton, Bart’ (Miss Brewis, Oxford) is inscribed with the date 1660. The 
Carnarvon group is signed and includes one of the gigantic busts, and is a repertory of 
Lely’s style just before the Restoration. These groups are more judiciously disposed than 
any comparable works by Van Dyck, and arc the forerunners of a kind of picture which 
was to remain fixed in the British tradition. Parallel with these are two ‘fancy conversation 
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pieces’ with figures on a smaller scale, of which the most famous is the group wrongly 
called ‘The artist and his family’ (Courtauld Institute, London). These arc probably un¬ 
identified subject pieces and should be classed rather with the Chatsworth ‘Europa’ than 
with the portrait groups. 

With the Restoration Lely became Principal Painter and his output became incessant. 
He veered over at once to a new style which accorded with the taste of the Court and 
which he had no occasion to alter for the rest of his life. 

By 1660 Lely’s prices had advanced to ^15 for a head and ^25 for a half-length: in 
1671 he put them up to ^20 a head, ^^30 a half-length, and ^60 for a whole-length. The 
latter seems to have remained constant, but in 1678 he was charging ^40 for half-length 
portraits. To cope with the vast influx of work he needed an extensive studio organization, 
for his time for sittings was soon booked up days in advance and sittings began at least as 
early as 7 a.in. Perhaps his most valuable assistant was John Baptist Caspars (d. 1692), a 
native of Antwerp who came to England in the 1640s and painted ‘postures’ successively 
for Lely, Riley, and Kneller, as well as executing a number of copies: the backgrounds, 
ornaments, and draperies were often painted by Lankrink (1628-92), another Antwerp 
artist, who was also in independent practice as a landscape painter: Joseph Buckshorn 
(Bokshorn) often painted his draperies: and many other lesser names arc known. At the 
end of his life he perhaps had some assistance in accessories from the young Largillierre. 
We can best picture the method of the studio and understand the various degrees of 
‘originals’ which issued from it by comparing it with that of Rigaud, from whose Livre dc 
raison we have the fullest available documentation of a busy studio practice of this kind. 
Studio method was now, penliaps for the first time in England, in line with continental 
practice. 

The fertility of Lely in finding new variations of pose for ladies of assured or easy virtue, 
and for men whose appearance after 1664 was rendered increasingly monotonous by the 
perruque, is remarkable. But these poses, or ‘postures’, all have in common a Baroque 
element which is lacking in the postures of Van Dyck and Dobson, and whose beginnings 
have been noticed in Fuller. They tend to be restless, the figures are often in movement, 
and the hands arc eloquent, cither in repose or in gestures wliich, to modern eyes, are 
often far from elegant. The ladies draw closer to them a scarf wliich is falling from their 
shoulders, they make play with a glass bottle or a globe or a pearl necklace, they cool 
their hands at a Baroque fountain, they draw up their sleeves preparatory to dipping their 
hands in water, or they seem to point to mysterious assignations in the distant groves. 
The men are more static, but they too cannot keep their hands still. By at least 1670 Lely 
had formalized these poses into numbered scries and his executors’ accounts have all the 
postures numbered. An entry such as ‘58 Lord Arran (ye Ladie 57)* reads like a dress¬ 
maker’s catalogue. But, in spite of this realistic attitude towards his job, Lely never became 
slack (as Kneller did) in his own practice. He was for ever refining the subtlety and 
dexterity of his technique, and those of his latest portraits which he troubled to paint 
with his own hand carry all the resources of his considerable powers to their highest 
pitch. 

Two famous and accessible series of portraits sufficiently indicate his style in the 1660s - 
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the ‘Windsor Beauties’ (at Hampton Court) and the ‘Flagmen’ at Greenwich. Between 
them they show the extreme limits of his powers in voluptuousness and austerity. The 
spirit of the W^indsor Beauties is best indicated by de Grammont:*® ‘The Duchess of York 
wished to have a gallery of the fairest persons at Court: Lely painted them for her. In this 
commission he expended all liis art; and there is no doubt that he could scarcely have had 
more beautiful sitters.’ An example with a very characteristic ‘posture’ is the ‘Elizabeth, 
Countess of Northumberland’ (Plate 58b). Pepys first saw the scries in place in 1668 and 
calls them ‘good, but not like’. They are perhaps the most characteristic of Lely’s work, 
but are far surpassed, to modern taste, by the series of Admirals at Greenwich which were 
being painted 1666/ 7. Of these the ‘Sir Jeremy Smith’ (Plate 57A) shows Lely at the summit 
of his powers of drawing, painting, and interpretation. In such works Lely’s splendid 
prose borders upon the poetry of the great masters. 

At rare moments, with a favourable sitter (preferably, perhaps, not an Englishman), 
Lely could attain even to something of this poetry. The ‘Van Helmont* at the National 
Gallery (Plate 57ij)> which can be securely dated to about 1671, has about it the repose of 
the philosopher and makes us assume that the postures of Lely’s English sitters were re¬ 
quired by their own rather than the painter’s taste. A little later, in a more modish but 
still charming vein, is the picture which probably represents ‘Lady Barbara Fitzroy’ (Plate 
58A; b. 1672), once at Ditchlcy and lately acquired by the York Art Gallery. This has the 
dazzling prettincss and colour of Lely’s latest style. 

Lely has been dwelt on at this length because he is, for the liistorian of painting, by far 
the most important figure working in England in the seventeenth century. He established 
the types of portrait which prevailed imtil the romantic period, and liis business-like 
pliability to the taste of his sitters established a tradition which was fi rst to be attacked by 
Hogarth. He was knighted on 11 January 1679/80 and he was buried in St Paul’s, 
Covent Garden, on 7 December 1680. His place as Principal Painter in Ordinary was not 
filled until March 1684/5, when Antonio Verrio was appointed ‘in place of Sir Peter Lely 
deceased’. 

Lely’s vogue was not seriously rivalled by any of his contemporaries, although the 
clique wliich surrounded Queen Catherine ofBraganza sought, about 1664, to spread the 
report that Huysmans ‘exceeded’ Lely. The general view of contemporaries can be taken 
from Pepys, who visited Wright’s studio afi:er Lely’s in 1662 and remarks, ‘Lord! the 
difference’; and in 1667 Pepys notes that Lely’s ‘pictures are without doubt much beyond 
Mr Hales’s, 1 think I may say I am convinced: but a mighty proud man he is, and full of 
state’. Among his contemporaries there are four who deserve particular attention, Hayls, 
Soest, Wright, and Huysmans. 


John Hayls (Hales) 

Probably the oldest of these, and certainly the most elusive and the least important, is 
Hayls. He only comes alive to us in the pages of Pepys’s Diary, and the portrait of ‘ Pepys’ 
in the National Portrait Gallery is certainly a version of one he was painting in 1666. This 
is perfectly consonant in style with the portraits of two of the younger children of 
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Montague Bertie, 2nd Earl of Lindsey (Charles and Bridget), which were formerly at 
Uffington and retained an attribution to ‘Hales’. They must date about 1653 and there is 
some likelihood, from a note in one of Richard Symonds’s notebooks, that Hayls was in 
Rome in 1651. Other early attributions to Hayls remain puzzling." 

Gerard Soest (Zoust) 

Soest is a more tangible figure and a better painter than Hayls, and his style is sufficiently 
mannered to make him one of the most easily recognizable of portrait painters. He was 
probably older than Lely, since Flesshier, who knew him well, thought him near eighty 
at his death, 11 February 1680/1. He is supposed to have come from Lely’s own birthplace, 
Soest in Westphalia, which would be a curious coincidence. Campo Weyernian (a dubi¬ 
ous authority) mentions a Joachim van Soest, by whom he certainly means tliis artist, who 
came to London in 1644, and there is reasonable circumstantial evidence, from the ‘Earl 
and Countess of Bridgewater’ at Welbeck, that he was here before 1650. A signed group 
in the National Portrait Gallery, inscribed (certainly incorrectly) ‘Sir Thomas and Lady 
Fairfax’ (Plate 59), is a marriage portrait of the middle of the 1650s and has a grace and 
tenderness about it which is quite distinct firoin Lely. It has also a deliberate sense of 
pattern and composition, independent of its portrait content and based on large, sweeping, 
curves, which was always to be characteristic of Soest. By the Restoration his manner had 
become fixed, and a portrait of an ‘Unknown Lady’ (Plate 62b) formerly in the Twisden 
collection at Bradboume is an epitome of his later manner. The dress is a deep and striking 
cherry red: the drapery forms a series of flowing curves, independent of nature and form¬ 
ing folds as if made of thin plates of zinc. The whole figure is slightly pneumatic, with 
large and pulpy hands, which never quite clutch the object to which they arc attached. 
These elements remain constant with Soest and give a certain mannered fascination to his 
work, though the legend was insistent in Vertue’s day that Soest did not succeed with 
portraits of ladies. But he is hardly ever uninteresting and a portrait such as ‘Major 
Richard Salwey’ (Salwey collection, Overton House), signed and dated 1663,*^ comes 
near to rivalling Lely’s ‘Flagmen’ of nearly the same date. Soest, however, never approached 
Lely’s vogue, and, in 1667, when Lely charged ^15 for a head, Soest*s charge was only 
^3. Yet this was his best period, in which he must have painted the ‘John, 2nd Marquess 
of Tweeddale’ (Yestcr House; Plate 62a), as can be deduced from the ‘Persian Vest’*^ the 
sitter is wearing. This also is signed and a dazzling display of gay colour, notably salmon 
and silver. The same short-lived costume effectively dates what is undoubtedly Soest’s 
masterpiece, the signed group of‘Cecil, 2nd Lord Baltimore, with a Child and a Negro 
Page’ (Plate 60) now the property of the State of Maryland. In this the basic pattern is 
deliberately modelled on the much earlier formula of Mytens,’^ with whose portrait of 
the ist Lord Baltimore it was doubtless designed to match. But this imposed austerity is 
compensated for by a luxury of incidental detail, which makes it one of the most fascinat¬ 
ing portraits painted in England in the seventeenth century. There is a flavour of the 
eccentric and of the true artist about Soest, which makes us regret that he was bom to 
such prosaic times. In later life he seems to have explored other modes than portraiture, 
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and certain fancy portraits of ladies with musical instruments have been noted (formerly 
at Coombe Abbey) and there is a justifiable temptation to ascribe to him other works 
which arc not strictly portraits. A remarkable and pretty certain example has lately been 
acquired by the Boston Museum. 


Jacob Huysmans (Houseman) 

Huysmans is a much less tangible figure and remarkably few pictures can be identified 
with absolute certainty as his work. He is almost certainly the Jacob Huysmans, a native 
of Antwerp, who was apprenticed to Frans Wouters at Antwerp in 1649/50. He was 
perhaps a Roman Catholic and it may well be that much of his work in England consisted 
of religious and historical works, for Vertue reports that ‘the most famous piece of his 
performance’ was over the altar of Queen Catherine’s Chapel in St James’s. It is certainly 
with Queen Catherine of Braganza that he is chiefly identified to-day, and Vertue also 
reports that he called himself Her Majesty’s painter. The Queen’s supporters seem to have 
cried him up for a time as the rival of Lely, about 1664, perhaps soon after his coming to 
England. In that year (26 August) Pepys saw in his studio the ‘Duchess of Richmond in 
Man’s Attire’ (Windsor) and the two most ambitious portraits which remain to us to-day 
of Queen Catherine of Braganza - the ‘Queen as S. Catherine’ now at Gorhambury, and 
‘Queen Catherine as a Shepherdess’ at Windsor (Plate 64). This elaborate confection is the 
fullest epitome of Huysmans’ style, which is more nearly allied to what one may call the 
Continental Catholic Baroque than Lely’s Protestant idiom. It is full of allegorical refer¬ 
ence. The Paschal Lamb was the Queen’s emblem and the Cupid is probably an allusion 
to the child of whom she was, in 1664, hopefully expecting to become the mother. In the 
background other Cupids disport themselves, and one, who is flying, recurs in other 
Huysmans (the ‘Coke family group’ (Plate 63) and Mrs Granville’s ‘Anne Granville’.)^5 
The ducks and large weeds in the foreground anticipate Wissing, and the colour also, 
with its metallic lustre and the sharp, tortured folds, is wholly unlike Lely. With a view 
to annoying the Queen, the Duchess of Cleveland had Lely paint her in a very similar 
pose, in a picture now known only from Sherwin’s engraving; but the opposite of this, 
Huysmans deliberately imitating Lely, has yet to be proved and it is better to reject from 
Huysmans’ work the various versions of the Duke and Duchess of York whicn now tend 
to be ascribed to him. 

Huysmans’ most important picture, and the only one signed with his name in full, is 
the groupof‘Four Children of John Coke of Melbourne’ (Marquess of Lothian; Plate 63), 
in which flowers, sheep, waterfalls, and a Cupid riot unrestrained.*** No more Baroque 
group was painted in England. But his signed ‘Izaak Walton’ at the National Portrait 
Gallery shows that he was equally capable of severe restraint in the Dutch manner. The 
only later dated works known are ‘Father John Hudleston’,*^ signed and dated 1685, at 
Hutton John, and a portrait of ‘Izaak Walton Junior’,*® of 1691. He died in London in 
1696 and had never been a serious rival to Lely. 

Huysmans’ was the best, but not the only example of the French style. Its extreme 
example was only a visitor to London, Henri Gascars. Just as Huysmans was pushed by 
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the Catholic clique around the Queen, Gascars was pushed by the Catholic supporters ot 
Charles II’s sister, the Duchess of Orleans. It is even not unhkely that he was a French 
agent.*’ He came to London about 1672 and was extremely favoured by the Duchess of 
Portsmouth: he left soon after Princess Mary had married the Prince of Orange, and 
Louis XIV, in consequence, ceased his payments to the King (1677). He is next found, in 
1678, painting the Commissioners for the Peace Treaty at Nijmegen, which certainly 
looks suspicious. He is abundantly represented at Goodwood, but his most outrageous 
attempt to introduce the French mode is the ‘James, Duke of York, as Lord High Admiral* 
at Greenwich (Plate 65), which appears as Gascars in James IPs Catalogue. His ladies and 
children wear torrents of lace and simper in the most Frenchified manner, and it is not 
surprising that his engraved group of the daughters of the Earl of Warwick was sold 
from Burley-on-the-Hill 2oJunc 1947 (73) as by Mignard. 

Michael Wright 

Far and away the most interesting and serious of Lely’s contemporaries and possible 
rivals was Michael Wright. Not only was he the only one of them who was British born, 
he also showed the greatest promise, had the best opportunities, and seems to have had a 
considerable practice. At least sixty of liis works arc now known wliich can be closely 
dated, and a good many more are convincing attributions, for his style is easily recognized. 
At his best he is a portrait painter of high distinction, and, unlike his contemporary 
painters in England, he had come into direct contact with the best painting that Europe 
was producing in his own time. Yet his promise never fully materialized, and a number 
of important problems about him remain unsettled. Even his name and his origins are 
obscure. 

The tradition since Vertue’s day has been that he was a Scotsman. Vertue had the 
information from Alexander Nesbit, himself a Scotsman, who was born at Leith in 1682. 
But an unnamed, no doubt non-juring, source independent of Nesbit and curiously cir¬ 
cumstantial, told Thomas Hearne^® in 1715 that Wright was born in Shoe Lane in the 
Parish of St Andrew’s, Holborn; that he was converted to the Roman Catholic faith by a 
Scottish priest and taken to Scotland, and thence to Rome. He cannot be traced in the 
Registers of St Andrew’s, Holborn, but he is presumably ‘Mighelle s[on of] James 
Wryghtt* baptized 25 May 1617 in St Bride’s, Fleet Street, and his appearance as a youth 
in Edinburgh is certain, for he was apprenticed to George Jamesone on 6 April 1636 as 
‘Michaell (Wright), son to James W., tailor, citizen of London’.^* What he did when his 
apprentice days were up (about 1642) is not known, but his presence in Italy in 1647 is to 
be inferred from an etching of a ‘Madonna, after Carracci’ which is signed ‘Michael Ritus’. 
We know from Orlandi that he was enrolled a member of the Academy of St Luke at 
Rome in 1648,^^ and he appears in the list of members given by Missirini, as ‘Michele Rita, 
inglese’ {not ‘scozzese’). He was the only British painter so enrolled in the seventeenth 
century, and the fact that he was a Roman Catholic can be taken as certain. In the Academy 
at Rome he came into direct contact with the most distinguished artists of the Mediter¬ 
ranean world at this time, not only the native artists, Algardi, Bernini, and Salvator Rosa, 
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but the very cream of European painting (outside the Dutch). Among the foreigners 
listed in the Academy of St Luke in 1651^^ appear ‘Claudio Melan, Gioachino Sandrart, 
Nicolo Pussino, Diego dc Silva Velazquez, Michaclc Rita, pittorc inglcsc*. To have seen 
Poussin and Velazquez plain is more than was given to any other British painter, but 
Wright seems only to have made himself master of the superficial qualities of the Roman 
Baroque. 

The trouble seems to have been that, in Rome, Wright became an impassioned anti¬ 
quary as well as a painter, and perhaps his scholarly and social interests always made paint¬ 
ing with him something of a pot-boiling side line. Hcarne’s informant reported that 
Wright ‘was very well versed in the Latin Tongue, and was a great master of the Italian 
and French’, and also that he ‘made himself known to the most celebrated Antiquaries (in 
Rome), who had a respect for him, and were very ready and willing to communicate 
their Knowledge to him*. Wc know from Vertue that many of Iiis gems and coins were 
later bought by Sir Hans Sloanc, and from Evelyn (6 May 1664) that he had a collection 
of rare shells. It is also corroborated by Torriano^^ that he made a considerable name for 
himself in Italy, but the only possible evidence for pictures done in these years is the 
record of a copy of Van Dyck’s ‘King Charles in three positions’ (Plate 3 8a) (then in 
Bernini’s possession), which appeared in an eighteenth-century sale, and a signed ‘Cleo¬ 
patra’ at Welbcck, probably the copy of a Guido. Again according to Hcariic’s informant, 
Wright then went into Flanders and became Antiquary to the Archduke Leopold Wil¬ 
liam,^® and it was perhaps as the result of the Archduke’s resignation of his position as 
Governor of the Netherlands in 1656, tliat Wright decided to return to England. Flis first 
dated work^^ is the small panel (wholly uncharacteristic of the painter in size and material) 
of ‘Elizabeth (Cromwell), Mrs Claypole’ (Plate 66a), signed and dated 1658, in the 
National Portrait Gallery. The sitter died in 1658 and 1 have no doubt that the picture is 
posthumous, but it is not, as might be supposed, satirical.The fact that it is on a small 
panel makes it at least possible that it was painted in Flanders. 

‘Mrs Claypole’ is perhaps the most Itahanate portrait painted in England in the seven¬ 
teenth century. It is a mass of Italian emblems and seems to indicate the most deliberate 
and unblushing toadying to Cromwell, who was Mrs Claypole’s father. The relief in the 
lower left corner shows Minerva issuing from the brain of Jove and has the legend ‘Ab 
Jove incrementum’, which presumably refers to Mrs Claypole’s relationship with Crom¬ 
well. The tower and laurel are symbols of Chastity, of which the tower represents its in¬ 
corruptibility, while wc know from Ripa that a branch of laurel accompanies the figure 
of Matrimonial Chastity. It is signed ‘ 1 . MRitus’, and, for the next twenty years, Wright 
fitfully puts ‘J’, ‘Jo.’, ‘Jos’ (for Johannes) before the Michael of his signature. No explana¬ 
tion of this is forthcoming unless it signifies his repudiation of the Roman faith. During 
his London career he was patronized to some extent by Catholic families (there are 
several examples of his work at Arundel and Wardour Castles), but by no means ex¬ 
clusively so. On the other hand, his selection for the post of Steward of the Household 
to the Roman Catholic Earl of Castlemaine on his Embassy to the Pope in 1685 suggests 
that he had never abandoned liis faith. Already in 1659 he was called ‘the famous painter’ 
by Evelyn in his Diary^ but he never contrived to modify his style according to the 
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prevailing Court taste and, in consequence, he always played second fiddle to Lely. He 
was, in fact, at the height of his powers in 1659 when he signed and dated the ‘Colonel the 
Hon. John Russell’ at Ham House, a picture which shows a revival of the style and spirit 
of Dobson. 

Throughout the i66os Wright produced a scries of portraits in this Dobsonesque vein. 
His men look as if they were fighting for a cause, and his women look as if they were of 
gentle birth. Occasionally, as in the ‘Sir Robert Rookwood’ of 1660 (formerly at 
Hengrave Hall), he even adopts Dobson’s trick of a classical figure in the background. A 
characteristic (but unsigned) example is the picture at Wardour Castle which perhaps 
represents the ‘3rd Lord Arundell of Wardour’ (Plate 66b). The pattern is original and 
the whole conception of the portrait has a quahty of nobility to which Lely never attained. 
Perhaps with proper patronage Wright might have expanded liis powers to their true 
stature. Instead he was compelled to imitate the Lclyesquc, if he was to secure Court 
patronage. His ‘Duchess of Clcveland’^^ (Earl of Lisbume), signed and dated 1670, shows 
how he tried to add something of his Roman learning to an imitation of Lely’s voluptu¬ 
ousness, but it docs not bring out those qualities in the sitter which were her chief capital. 
He did, however, do some work for the Court. In 1667 he painted the child ‘Duke of 
Cambridge’ (Buckingham Palace and Belvoir) and he also painted a ceiling (Nottingham) 
for Whitehall. It may have been these commissions which led him to place ‘Pictor Regius’ 
(or some such formula) after some of his signatures after 1668. No official appointment 
to justify this signature has as yet been traced. 

It is conceivable (but unproved) that Wright visited Scotland between 1662 and 1665. 
The few dated works of these years arc of Scottish sitters-the ‘Countess of Cassillis’ 1662 
at Yester (an unsigned companion of her husband is at Culzcan), and ‘Sir William Bruce’ 
1665, in the Scottish National Portrait Gallery. 

At any rate, Wright was back in London and busy from 1667 to 1669 (at least a dozen 
pictures from these years are known), and, in 1670, he was considered the next best painter 
after Lely. On 19 April 1670 the Court of Aldermen of the City of London^® decided to 
have the portraits taken of the Lord Keeper and the various Justices of the Common Pleas 
and King’s Bench and Barons of the Exchequer, who had assisted in the difficult adjudica¬ 
tions occasioned by the Great Fire of London. After (it is reported but not documented) a 
failure to agree with Lely, who insisted that the sittings should be at his studio, on 
27 September 1670 a Committee was appointed to decide on a painter. The names of 
Wright, Huysmans, and Hay Is were recommended to the Committee, but Wright was 
decided upon and payments to him begin 28 February 1671. Between 1671 and 1675 
Wright painted twenty-two full-length portraits at ^36 each, which remained (in, for 
the most part, sadly restored condition) in the Guildhall until the recent war. Now there 
arc only two survivors in a fit state to be hung in the Library. These were perhaps Wright’s 
most considerable works and the series by which he was famous to his contemporaries. 
While he was painting them he also did important work for one of the Aldermen who 
was responsible for his appointment. Sir Robert Vyner. He painted for Vyncr in 1672 the 
full-length ‘Prince Rupert’ which, after curious vicissitudes, has found its inappropriate 
home in the hall of Magdalen College at Oxford: and in 1673 he painted the ‘Family of 
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Sir Robert Vyner (Studlcy Royal; Plate 67), the most ambitious of his later works, which 
shows a tendency in the accessories towards the French taste. 

Continental models, French or Dutch, seem in fact to have been the sources from which 
Wright sought inspiration in his later years. About 1676 wc first find him putting his 
sitters into pseudo-Roman attire, as Maes was doing and other Dutch painters, and some 
of his backgrounds have a distinctly French air. The most original picture of these years is 
the ‘John Lacy in three roles’ at Hampton Court, one of the earliest actor pictures and the 
ancestor of one of the great genres of British eighteenth-century painting. This appears 
to be dated 1675 beneath its present grime, and it is tempting to associate with it, as Mr 
Collins Baker has done, the so-called ‘Highland chieftain’ (Plate 68) in the Scottish 
National Portrait Gallery, of which Lord Brocket and Lord Forteviot have other versions. 
But there is a companion picture of‘An Irish Chieftain’, of which there are versions in 
the Tate and at Dunrobin Castle. At the end of the 1670s Wright seems to have visited 
Ireland, and a picture dated 1679 is at Malahide Castle. He was back in England by 1683. 

From 1685 to 1687 Wright was back in Rome as Steward of the Household to Lord 
Castlemaine’s singularly fruitless embassy to the Pope, and he occupied his time in writ¬ 
ing an account of it in Italian, of which a very entertaining translation in English was 
‘printed for the author’ in 1688. He seems to have done no painting in Rome and such 
portraits as are known of the members of the embassy while in Rome are the work of 
Tilson or others. This diplomatic absence proved fatal to Wright’s portrait practice, for 
it was precisely during these years while he was away that Kncller consolidated his position 
as Lely’s successor. No work certainly dated after his return has been traced,^' and a note 
in Vertue (v, 14) shows Wright selling his books in 1694. Hcarnc’s informant gives 
a picture of Wright forced to sell all his collections to pay his debts and then falling 
into a decline, and Vertue gives good authority for the statement that he died in 1700 
and was buried at St Paul’s, Covent Garden (no longer, it is to be presumed, a Catholic). 
The only possible entry in the Registers is ‘John Right’ who was buried 23 February 
1699/1700. 

In his best work Wright is much more sensitive to the nuances which make up a char¬ 
acter than is Lely: and the ladies in his portraits do not all look like one another. It may 
well have been these virtues which weighed against his popularity, for the ladies repre¬ 
sented by all the really successful portrait painters up to and including Hudson, although 
the fashionable appearance differs from one generation to the next, all seem to have en¬ 
joyed looking as much alike as possible. Wright’s Catholic background may also have 
limited the number of his clients. 

By what may be no more than an accident it was another Roman Catholic painter who 
approached most nearly to Wright in the scrupulous honesty of his presentation of char¬ 
acter — Pieter Borsselaer. He was a Dutchman and is documented as painting chimney- 
pieces at Middelburg in 1684 and 1687, but he was working in England in the i66os and 
i670s.^^ Little of his work is known, but what survives shows a distinguished and severe 
sense of character, particularly with elderly sitters. His portrait of Sir Wilham Dugdale 
(Merevale Hall) is signed and dated 1665 and is accompanied by a portrait of Lady 
Dugdale’. There is a kinship with Soest in the form of the hands and a certain melancholy 
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seems to pervade all his portraits. In December 1673 'Petrus Busier, Lymiier’ of St Peter- 
le-Poor, Broad Street, was indicted for recusancy and the same cliargc appears in 1678 and 
1679 for a Petrus Busier of St Gregory’s, though he is styled ‘generosus’ and not ‘lyinncr’ 
under these dates. It is probable that he returned soon afterwards to Holland. 

Lely s immediate Pupils: Greenhill, Wissitig, etc. 

We only hear of Lely recommending to the King the work of painters (such as Verrio 
and Roestraeten) who were not portraitists and thus were not likely to rival his own 
monopoly. Most of his own pupils were kept tied closely to the studio and were engaged 
in executing copies directly after the Master, or the accessories in his own pictures. A few 
of these emerged as portraitists on their own after Lely’s death, but only one pupil of 
Lely’s earlier time achieved independence - John Greenhill - and he predeceased his 
master. 

Greenhill is an interesting figure as one of the few British-born painters of this age who 
showed real promise, but his career was cut short by dissipation. He came from a family 
of substantial yeomen of Steeple Ashton, Wilts., and was probably born at Salisbury 
(where his father became Diocesan Registrar). The date of his birth is usually given as 
1644/5 on the slender ground that his younger brother, Henry, is known to have been born 
in 1646: but he may well have been born about 1640, or even earlier. He went to London 
as a young man to become Lely’s pupil and his apprentice years were at any rate over 
by 1665 when he signed and dated a ‘Portrait of a Mother and Child’. Style and hair¬ 
dressing in this picture of 1665 exactly agree with the ‘First Mrs Cartwright’ at Dulwich 
(Plate 70b), signed ‘J. G.’, which we would be unable to date on other grounds. In the 
Cartwright bequest to Dulwich there are four portraits authenticated as by Greenhill from 
Cartwright’s list of 1687: a head of the Duke of York, Cartwright’s first wife’s picture 
‘like a shepherdess’, a portrait of Greenhill himself, and a ‘Man with a Bald Head’. This 
last (No. 374) is signed ‘J. G.’ and could well be an actor’s portrait in a character part, and 
it is significant that it is wholly unlike Lely. The other two pictures at Dulwich now called 
Greenhill are presumably not by him, as they arc not so called in the 1687 list. But the four 
certain examples may be taken as a standard for Greenhill’s early style of r. 1664/5, and arc 
nearer to Soest than to Lely. In 1667 Greenhill did his one known etching, a portrait of his 
brother Henry: and it is not until about 1673, when we next meet him for certain, that his 
imitation of Lely is very close. The ‘Seth Ward, Bishop of Salisbury’ (Salisbury Guild¬ 
hall) was commissioned from Greenhill in October 1673; and a portrait of ‘Sir John 
Oxenden, 2nd Bart’ (Lady Capel Cure sale, 20 November 1931, lot 33) is dated 1673 as 
well as signed. The ‘posture’ in the latter is one Lely was using about 1670/1 and the 
picture is hardly to be distinguished from a Lely studio work. Later still, Greenhill escaped 
from this servitude to Lely and was branching out with a style of bust portrait which 
anticipates Riley, when death overtook him, 19 May 1676. 

Only three portraits arc known of this last phase of Greenhill, which is much the most 
interesting - the ‘Captain John Clements’ at Greenwich (which has always been ascribed 
to Greenhill); another portrait of a ‘Naval Officer’ at Greenwich (Plate 70A), with JG 
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in a monogram, which was sold at Lord Kinnaird’s sale, 21 June 1946 (71), as ‘Admiral 
Grcnfclt by Sandrart; and a portrait of Thomas Wcedon, with a similar monogram, in 
the Earl of Ellesmere sale, 18 October 1946 (93)- The last suggests a possible date, as it may 
be a marriage portrait of 1675,3^ so that this group would represent Grcenliiirs final style. 
There is something sturdy and solid about these pictures which foreshadows the style of 
the generation which succeeded Lely, of which Grccnhill would seem to be the pioneer* 
The Cartwright portraits showed that Grecnliill was already associating with players at 
the outset of his career, and it was this association which was his undoing. The society he 
kept in his latter days is sufficiently indicated from the fact that Mrs Bchii (for whom he 
nourished a passion) and Lord Rochester wrote poems on liis death. 

The most important of Lely’s later pupils, who emerged into independence on his 
death in 1680, was Willem Wissing. Like Grccnhill he too died in his thirties, just as he was 
developing a style of his own: but it was a style neither sturdy nor restrained. The essential 
facts about Wissing’s life can be extracted from the fulsome Latin of the monument put 
up to his memory by John, Earl of Exeter, in St Martin’s, Stamford.^® He was born at 
Amsterdam in 1655, was a pupil of Lely, and had spent some time in France. His early 
training took place at The Hague, whence he came to England in the latter part of 1676 
and he presumably entered Lely’s studio at once. In the accounts of Lely’s executors he 
appears as one of the assistants and it may well not have been until after Lely’s death that 
he went to France, where he picked up a passion for metallic flowers, huge weeds, and a 
generally frcnchified line in accessories. Dated works in England begin to be numerous in 

1684 and he certainly painted ‘Charles 11 ’ (St James’s Palace). On the accession of James II 
he found particular favour with the new King and was sent to Holland in the summer of 

1685 to paint the Prince of Orange (signed versions at Penshurst and St James’s Palace, 
etc.). On his return he painted the whole royal family, and mezzotints after a series of 
‘originals painted by Mr Wissing’ are advertised in the London Gazette for 19/23 August 
1686. But his chief patrons during his last years (1685-7) were a group of allied families in 
Lincolnshire and the surrounding counties. His first patron in the group was Sir John 
Brownlow, whose wife he painted at full length in 1685: this is still at Belton together 
with the portrait of the infant ‘ Elizabeth Brownlow’ (Plate 71 b) surrounded by a veritable 
shrubbery of exotic weeds. The same tendency appears in other children’s portraits of this 
date and in a number of full-lengths (Cirinisthorpe Castle and elsewhere). Finally Wissing 
was taken up by the Earl of Exeter, and he died at Burghley while painting what is 
certainly his masterpiece, the young ‘Lord Burghley’ with dog and gun (Plate 71A), 
which is still at Burghley House. Wissing has been damned by recent writers as the apex 
of vulgarity in seventeenth-century portraiture, but this last picture of liis (which is finer 
than the mezzotint suggests) shows him working in the tradition which runs from Van 
Dyck to Reynolds, and he might well have developed into a painter of distinction. All his 
known work was crowded into four years and he was at least as popular as Elneller during 
these years. His death left the way open for Kneller’s all too undisputed supremacy. 

Of the other personalities involved in Lely’s studio after his death we know little. The 
man who finished most of the pictures seems to have been Sonniiis, of whom little more 
is known than that Roger North called him old and touchy in 1687. One ot Lely s chief 
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hands, however, must have been Thomas Hawker, who, apparently in hopes of succeed¬ 
ing to Lely’s practice, took over Lely’s house and studio from 1683 to 1685, but had finally 
to be ejected for insolvency. There is a full-length in robes of the ‘First Duke of Grafton' 
(Euston Hall), of about 1680/1, which is engraved as by T. Hawker, and the signature 
‘Tho Hawker Pinxit’ appears on a charming oval bust of the boy ‘3rd Earl of Rochester’ 
at Hinchingbrooke, of about the same date. Both these owe everything to Lely and have 
nothing individual about them. The only other known work is a group of‘Five children 
of Theophilus Leigh’, about 1696, at Stoneleigh Abbey, whose signature once read 
‘THawker fecit’. This shows an adaptation of the Lely manner to the Knellcr style and 
has a certain rustic charm. The same Hawker, presumably, was living in Covent Garden 
and patronized by the Leighs’ kinsman, the future Duke of Chandos, in 1700 and 1701. 
There is no evidence to equate him with the ‘Edward Hawker, painter’ who is recorded 
by Vertuc as alive in 1721 aged about eighty. But a Thomas Hawker was buried at Covent 
Garden 5 November 1699. 

The most devoted follower and copyist (she was hardly the pupil) of Lely was Mary 
Beale. Born Mary Cradock, she was baptized at Barrow, in Suffolk, where her father was 
the incumbent, 2 March 1632/3. In 1651 she married Charles Beale and she was already, it 
would seem, an amateur painter.Nothing certain, however, is known about her work 
until about 1671. From that year to 1681 we have transcripts of several of her husband’s 
diaries, which cover six years and give a record of her work. About 140 portraits are 
recorded for these six years, a number being copies after Lely, and a goodly proportion of 
the sitters being clerical. Enough of her work has been identified to show that, with the 
exception of an occasional portrait of a sympathetic sitter, she was a drab and unoriginal 
follower of Lely’s manner - at any rate after 1670. She particularly affected heads in 
feigned stone ovals adorned with fruit in stone. She was buried at St James’s, Piccadilly, 
8 October 1699.37 

Among Lely’s professional copyists should be mentioned Theodore Russel (Rousel), 
baptized at London 9 October 1614 and at first a pupil of his imcle, Cornell us Johnson, and 
later of Van Dyck. He specialized in neat, small-scale copies of Van Dyck and, later, of 
Lely, and survived until 1688/9. A female amateur who painted her own portrait in the 
style of Lely and also did small-scale pictures, both portraits and mythologies, was Miss 
Anne Killigrcw,^* who died in 1685 aged twenty-four. 

Minor London Painters 

Bare mention must suffice for a few painters known only from occasional works. One 
Robert Mallory, a City painter (documented c. 1653-88), was perhaps the vendor rather 
than the painter of the ‘Walter Pell’ which hangs under his name in the Hall of the 
Merchant Taylors Company. William Trabute of St Anne’s, Blackfriars, by whom there 
is a signed portrait of 1670 in the Oldswinstead Hospital, Stourbridge, was indicted for 
recusancy in 1673, and a portrait, said to be signed and dated 1677, is reproduced in The 
Ancestor, xn, 17. Thomas Sadler, whose parents married in 1645, is best known for his 
signed portrait of‘John Bunyan’ of 1684, and another portrait, of‘Mary Bryan’, signed 
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and dated the same year, belonged to Sir Bryan Godfrey Faussett; W^alpolc, on good 
authority, says he was a friend and pupil of Lely and took to miniature painting in his 
later years. Matthew Snelling (working 1647 to 1672) was also mainly a miniature 
painter, but a very feeble portrait of‘Dr Baldwin Harney’ belonging to the Royal College 
of Physicians (to which it was presented by his nephew in 1700) has always been ascribed 
to Snelling, although liis initial is now given as ‘J’. 


Painters in the Provinces 

By the latter part of the seventeenth century it was becoming increasingly frequent to find 
a portrait painter established in the larger provincial towns. A few examples may be given 
for widely separated areas. In York, which developed a considerable artistic life of its 
own at the turn of the century, a portrait painter named Comer was settled for a number 
of years. Charles Beale mentions him on a visit to London in 1677 and there are bills for 
his work at Welbeck dating 1683 and 1685. At Welbcck a group of full-length portraits 
in the style of a scholar of Lely can be associated with the bills. Moving across the country 
to Cheshire, a portrait painter, Thomas Gomcrsall (Gumerson), said to be of Chester, was 
married at Wrexham in 1670,*’® and was living at Wrexham in 1671 and at Shrewsbury in 
1675/6: in 1682 and 1683 there are payments to him for portraits in the Chirk Castle 
accounts. A jeremias Vandereyden, a pupil of Hamicmann at The Hague in 1658, received 
payments (Belvoir MSS.) in 1675 and 1676 for work for Lord Roos, and was buried at 
Staplcford, Leicestershire, 17 September 1695, under the name of‘Jeremiah Vanroyden*. 
Among the Salisbury Corporation accounts^® there are payments in 1672 and 1683 to 
Christopher Gardiner of Bristol, painter, and some of his uninspiring works survive. At 
Oxford, thanks to Mrs Lane Poole’s researches,^* rather more is known. The tradition of 
Sampson Strong was carried on by John Taylor, who became Mayor in 1695. He was 
perhaps Hving in London in the Parish of St Botolph, Bishopsgate, where he married in 
1655, but his Oxford residence and activities begin about that year, and he continued at 
Oxford for forty years, doing portraits for the City, the University, the Colleges, and 
Christ’s Hospital, Abingdon, a good many of which survive. Mention should also be 
made of James Gandy (1619—89), who is said to have settled in Ireland about 1661 and had 
a good practice there; I have never seen a documented example of his work. 


Occasional Foreign Visitors 

A few foreign painters of a more ample reputation worked for periods of varying length 
in England. There is little to justify the interesting legend of Rembrandt’s brief residence 
at York in later life, but one of Rembrandt’s pupils, Samuel van Hoogstracten (1627-78), 
worked in London from 1662, until the Great Fire of 1666 led him to return to Dordrecht. 
The only portrait so far known from these years is that of Thomas Godfrey (Sir Bryan 
Godfrey-Faussett), signed and dated 1663, but he made a name for himself by ingenious 
perspective inventions. Pepys admired one of these (19 January 1663) in Mr Povy s closet. 
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and that is probably the ‘Perspective of a Corridor’ dated 1662 once at Dyrham Park 
(Glos.), where there is also another very large ‘Perspective of a Court Yard’. 

Benedetto Gcnnari (1633-1715), a nephew of Guercino, was taken into the employ¬ 
ment of Charles II and much employed on rehgious painting for the Crown, for which 
the Queen’s Catholic Chapel made considerable demands. He reached England in Sep¬ 
tember 1674^^ and remained until the Revolution of 1688. A good many of his mytho¬ 
logical paintings, authenticated by thejames II Catalogue, are still among the store-rooms 
at Hampton Court. In 1687 he was painting various pictures for the Chapel at Whitehall 
and he completed the ‘Nativity’ for the High Altar in 1688: all of which were paid for 
out of the Secret Service money of James II. He also painted a great many portraits of 
leading figures about the Court, most of which remain to be traced. But his Italian style 
left no traces in England. 

Nicolas de Largillierrc (1656-1746), although he belongs to a later European genera¬ 
tion, should be mentioned here, since he was one of the latest recruits to Lely’s studio. After 
entering the Antwerp Guild as Master in 1672, he came to London in 1674, an accom¬ 
plished fruit and flower painter. It was in Lely’s workshop that his talents as a portraitist 
first developed, and he probably remained attached to it until Lely’s death in 1680, although 
he painted a few portraits on his own in England, wliich are only known from engravings. 
A signed ‘Still-life’ of 1676 was in Lord Darnley’s sale, i May 1925 (40): and ‘Two Bunches 
of Grapes’, signed and dated 1677, belonging to Mr Lugt at The Hague, show great 
delicacy and accomplishment. These mark the beginnings of still-life painting in England, 
a genre which never found much favour. Largillierrc left London for Paris in 1682, im¬ 
pelled by the Test Act, but he returned for a short visit in 1685/6 to paint the new King 
and Queen. Mezzotints after these are advertised in the London Gazettey 9/13 December 
1686. He carried something of the spirit of Lely to France, but left no mark of his own on 
British painting. 

The still-life tradition, in a rather original vein, was also successfully practised by 
Pieter Roestraeten, a native of Haarlem and son-in-law of Frans Hals. Born about 1631, he 
was apparently in London by 1666, and at first painted scenes of peasant genre. There are 
half a dozen of such pictures, signed and dated between 1672 and 1676, at Ugbrookc, 
showing a Surgeon, a Cobbler, a woman plucking a turkey, and other domestic scenes. 
But Roestraeten’s main forte was a new kind of still-life, in whicli wrought plate, silver, 
or ivory tankards, and the like, form the main ingredients. These are not uncommon in 
moderate size, and an enormous example, dated 1678, is at Chatsworth. He was buried 
at St Paul’s, Covent Garden, 10 July 1700. 

Another Dutchman, the Leyden painter Edward Collier, did variations on this kind of 
still-life with letters, gazettes, globes, and so on. He appears to have been in London for a 
short time about 1695/8, and the last known date for him is at Leyden in 1706. It should 
be remarked that Dutch painters seem to have done still-life arrangements of this kind in 
Holland with English letters and newspapers - presumably for the English market. Lord 
Lothian seems to have been a particular patron of this kind of painting, for there remain 
at Ncwbattle Abbey examples of Roestraeten and Collier and the solitary signed ‘Flower 
Piece’ of B. Ferrers (d. 1732) dated 1695. 
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History Painting 

Vertue records the names of a number of histor)^ painters of whose works no trace remains 
to-day; but decorative history on walls and ceilings, which wiis to expand to real import¬ 
ance in the hands of Vcrrio and Laguerre, finds its beginnings in the personality of Robert 
Streeter, who left no branch of painting untried and would have been a universal genius 
had he been endowed with the requisite talent. Pepys speaks of his ‘perspectives’, and these 
may have been pictures in the vein of Hoogstraeten, but liis main reputation was for 
landscape and history. The traditional date of his birth is 1624 and he died early in 1679. 
He was certainly trained abroad, already had a high reputation in England by 1658, and 
was appointed Serjeant Painter by Charles 11 at the Restoration in t66o - presumably as 
the most handy, British-born, painter-of-all-work available. The Earl of Bedford bought 
a landscape from Streeter for his bedroom (presumably for a chimney-piece) in 1660 for 
^4 los (Woburn MSS.) and the one landscape by him known, the ‘View of Boscobel 
House* (Hampton Court; Plate 72), which appears as by Streeter in the James 11 Cata¬ 
logue, may well have been painted not long after the Restoration. It is not pure topo¬ 
graphy and shows some of the resources of art, and must count as the first respectable 
ancestor of the ‘country house portrait’ which was to become a popular genre in the 
eighteenth century. Two rather nondescript ‘Prophets’ exist at St Michael’s, Cornhill,^^ 
but the most important of Streeter’s surviving works is the ceiling of the Sheldonian 
Theatre at Oxford, painted in 1668/9. A variety of allegorical figures appropriate to the 
building are arrayed in the heavens, from which they spread their benign influence. 
Mosaical Law, the Gospel, History, Divine Poesy, Mathematics, Astronomy and Geo¬ 
graphy, Architecture, Rhetoric, Law, Justice, Physic, Logic, Printing, and Truth are the 
principal figures, and the whole is disposed with at least the science of the painters of the 
Italian or French baroque. The execution may be unselect and the whole ceiling be a very 
minor example of a form common enough in the rest of Europe, but it is not in the least 
amateurish in compositional resource. But though the fashion may have been set by 
Streeter, it was more profitably and amply exploited by foreign visitors whose reputation 
it is difficult for us to understand to-day. 

Landscape 

There was no shortage of landscape painting in England at this time, but nearly all of it 
was of poor quality and most of it was unrelated to the English scene. Lankrink, who 
painted backgrounds for Lely, continued painting landscapes in the style of Gaspard 
Poussin or Francisque.'*'* He was buried at Co vent Garden 11 July 1692. Jan Loten (d. 1681) 
painted scenes in the Dutch taste; Robert Aggas (d. 1679) had a considerable reputation, 
and one of his works remains in the Painter-Stainers Hall: other names have been pre¬ 
served by the piety of Colonel Grant, and one may add, for landscape painters in the 
provinces, the record of one Thomas Francis, who was painting landscapes for chimney 
pieces’ at Chirk Castle in 1672. 
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Apart from Streeter, however, the only two names of note are Hendrick Dankerts and 
Jan Siberechts. Dankerts (whose elder brother John was a history and portrait painter and 
also worked in England) became Master in The Hague Guild in 1651 and accompanied 
his brother to Italy in 1653. He married his first wife in the Catholic Chapel Royal in 
London 24 October 1664 and was thenceforth a good deal employed by the Crown. 
Hampton Court and the back passages of Windsor still contain a number of his land¬ 
scapes. He specialized, however, in views of famous places which he turned out to pattern. 
In 1669 he did for Pepys views of Windsor, Whitehall, Greenwich, and Rome, and the 
Earl of Bedford bought from him in 1675/6 ‘a landscape of Plymouth and the citadel 
there and parts adjacent* for ^10. No doubt he had made drawings on the spot, which 
he kept as his stock-in-trade for turning out to order views of famous places. He left 
England about the time of the Test Act in 1678 and died in Amsterdam apparently early 
in 1680. 

Jan Siberechts is at times a good deal more interesting.^® He was baptized at Antwerp 
29 January 1627 and was a fully formed lansdcape painter when he came to England some 
time between 1672 and 1674, perhaps on the invitation of the Duke of Buckingham. 
He too was a Catholic and one of his daughters was employed in making lace for the 
Queen’s pious purposes. He remained in England until his death, which traditionally took 
place in 1703. Although the bulk of his paintings executed in England are simply land¬ 
scapes in the Flemish style with Flemish peasants, occasionally a hint of the English scene 
creeps in. There is, however, a group of paintings which show liim as the first professional 
exponent of the ‘country house portrait*. As early as 1675 and 1676 he painted views of 
‘Longleat’ which still belong to the Marquess of Bath, he painted Chevely in 1681 (now at 
Bclvoir Castle), and in 1694 he was summoned to Chatsworth to paint the old house before 
it was demolished. This picture only survives in what is probably a later copy by Richard 
Wilson, but a drawing at Amsterdam inscribed ‘By Chatsworth in Derbyshire 1694’ is the 
first fresh and sincere view of one of the wilder pieces of British scenery done by a com¬ 
petent artist and without any attempt to Italianize the scene. In 1695 he painted for Sir 
Thomas Willoughby a more or less topographical view of ‘Wollaton Hall and Park’ 
(Lord Middleton), and a number of other pictures, one of which (undated), a ‘View of 
Nottingham and the Trent’ (Plate 73), has claims to be nearly the beginning of British 
landscape painting. He must have travelled extensively in these years, for there is a ‘View 
of Nannau Hall and Park’ in Cardiganshire dated 1696; another view of a country house, 
dated 1697, was in the Wanstead sale in 1822; and in 1698 he signed his last known work, 
a panoramic prospect of ‘Henley on Thames’.^^ This aspect of Siberechts has been 
neglected in favour of his better-known and more conventional pictures, but he has 
better claims than anyone to the title of the ‘father of British landscape’. 

Sporting Painting: Francis Barlow (J. 1704), etc. 

It is refreshing and unexpected to come upon so simple and honest a painter as Francis 
Barlow in a period such as this. There is about him that tinge of amateurishness which 
clings to so much of the best British painting, married to faithful observation of nature 
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and to honesty. In one of Thomas Rawlinson’s notes he is felicitously called ‘a happy 
painter of birds and beasts , but he is a little more than that, though birds and beasts were 
his main subject. He was probably (as he calls himself) a Londoner, but an early tradition 
(found in Peck’s Desiderata Curiosa, 1732) calls him ‘Barlow of Lincolnshire’. The date of 
his birth is uncertain, but he was probably born in the 1620s and he first emerges as an 
etcher in some illustrations to Benlowe’s Theophila, 1652. The text on the portrait title- 
page of that book (which was perhaps also engraved by Barlow) curiously enough uses 
in his praise the same expression of approval as Lovelace has used of Lely in 1647: ‘Where 
others’ art surpast you find / They drew the body, he the mind’. As early as 1653 Richard 
Symonds records that he received ^8 for a picture of fish, and Evelyn in 1656 {Diary, 
1908 ed., p. 188) calls him ‘the famous painter of fowls, beasts and birds’. A typical example 
is ‘An Owl mocked by small Birds’ (Plate 74), one of a pair of overdoors at Ham House, 
of which the companion (which is much damaged) is signed and dated 1673. No doubt it 
lacks the elegance of Baroque pattern with which Hondecoeter orchestrated his arrange¬ 
ments of fowls, but it is not without a feeling for design and it reveals that loving observa¬ 
tion of animal structure and character which was to achieve its greatest exponent in 
Stubbs. Barlow must have watched with close attention all manner of creatures. In the 
half-dozen, mainly vast, canvases in Lord Onslow’s collection'*^ which Evelyn saw at 
Pyrford and one of which is dated 1667 there is a veritable anthology of wildfowl and 
waterfowl, as well as a frieze of closely characterized hounds. There is a lively picture at 
Parham of a hound holding on to the leg of a flying gamebird, and among a group of 
Barlows at Shardeloes (one of which seems to have on it the date 1696) there are carp and 
a huge pike, as wcU as a charming full-length portrait of a boy. Perhaps Barlow did not do 
very many paintings (not many are known), for he could never resist crowding them 
with animal life. His drawings, mainly for engraving, and his own etched illustrations arc 
numerous and cover many fields of sport untouched by his known paintings. He is the 
real father of British sporting painting and one of its more distinguished exponents. 
Recent research has shown that a Dutchman, Leonard KnyfF, was the painter of what was, 
till lately, considered Barlow’s masterpiece, ‘Arthur, 3rd Viscount Irwin’ (Temple 
Newsam House, Leeds: Plate 69). This too is crowded in the same way with animal life. 
KnyfF died in 1721, seventeen years later than Barlow. 

A contrast to Barlow is provided by the Rotterdam painter, Abraham Hondius, who 
had travelled in Italy before he settled in London about 1666. He died in London about 
January 1695, and painted all maimer of subjects, but specialized in animal scenes, usually of 
some savagery. His technical equipment was far superior to Barlow’s and he had a con¬ 
siderable sense of Baroque design, but there is a lack of humanity and of loving observa¬ 
tion about all his animal paintings, which, by comparison, throws Barlow’s virtues into 
relief. 

Finally, one should mention the first appearance during this period of a minor form of 
portrait painting which was long to remain next in popularity with British patrons after 
the portraits of their immediate family — the painting of their prize-winning animals. An 
obscure portrait painter named Otto Hoynck, from The Hague, where he became a 
Master in the Confrerie in 1661, came to England, where he became ‘painter to the Duke 
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of Albemarle/* He is last recorded in an Amsterdam document (perhaps his will) of 1686, 
but the point of interest about him is that he signed a picture of a greyhound (Sir Archi¬ 
bald Buchan-Hepburn sale, 23 February 1934, lot 138) which was the winner of Lord 
Shaftesbury’s collar in 1671 and of the Duke of Albemarle’s collar in 1672. The picture is 
dated 1675/6 and is the first example of its class at present known. 

Miniature Painters 

Although the absolute pre-eminence which miniature painting achieved in the time of 
Hilliard was not maintained throughout the seventeenth century, die miniaturists of 
Lely’s day were sufficiently important to require attention here. From the close of the 
century they can be omitted from a general history of painting in Britain. 

Peter Oliver, the eldest son of Isaac Oliver, was born about 1594, and was buried in St 
Anne’s, Blackfriars, 22 December 1647. Although a competent painter of portrait minia¬ 
tures, he was of nothing like the importance of his father, and he specialized in miniature 
copies after Italian paintings. More remarkable was his near contemporary, John Hoskins, 
whose first signed works date from the 1620s. Hoskins emerges from the style of Isaac 
Oliver and had evolved, by the time of his death on 22 February 1664, a new style parallel 
with Lely’s style in portraiture. He has not yet been altogether disentangled from his son, 
another John Hoskins, but, as no dated works by either are known from after 1664, it is 
almost certain that the elder Hoskins was the only one of the two to count. The elder 
Hoskins was limner to Charles I, who granted him in 1640 an annuity of ^200 a year for 
life - but he must already have been, by that date, employed by the Crown for a number 
of years. His real importance lies in the fact that he was the uncle and teacher of Samuel 
Cooper, who stands, with Hilliard, as one of the two greatest British painters in miniature. 
Cooper, like Hoskins before him, executed a number of miniatures which were reductions 
in little after portraits by Van Dyck or others, but the great bulk of his work was clearly 
from direct sittings. After the end of the century the work of the professional miniature 
patnters became more and more a matter of reproducing large paintings by others in 
little. 

Samuel Cooper is a somewhat mysterious figure. He was born in 1609 and died in 
London on 5 May 1672. After Van Dyck he was certainly the most widely cultivated 
artist of his age in Britain, and he had the biggest international reputation in his own day 
of any British painter. His prices were at least on a level with Lely’s and we know that 
Pepys, in 1668, paid Cooper ^^30 for a miniature of his wife, without the frame. Cooper is 
generally supposed to have worked with Hoskins at least until 1634 and he is known to 
have travelled extensively on the Continent. These travels must be fitted in before 1642, 
when the dated series of his works begins. In the 1640s he painted Royalists and Parlia¬ 
mentarians alike and his portraits of Cromwell and his near associates are much the most 
distinguished likenesses of the chief figures of the Commonwealth. This did not prevent 
his being appointed limner to Charles II; and he painted most of the chief persons of the 
Restoration Court. Many of his miniatures are thus of the same sitters as Lely and we may 
compare the interpretation of the two artists. There can be no doubt that Cooper is always 
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the better artist when any qualities of refinement are called for. His talent has a feminine 
delicacy about it, it is a wood-wind instrument by comparison with Lely’s brass. 

The next generation is best represented by Thomas Flatinan (1635—88), a gentleman 
by birth and education, and Lawrence Cross (or Crosse), who died in 1724, aged over 
seventy.'^’ 


Paiuting in Scotland 


An otherwise unknown painter who signs himself L. Scliunernann appears to have been 
working in Scotland in the later i66os. A portrait of‘Lady Margaret Hamilton’, signed 
and dated 1666, was in the Hamilton Palace sale in 1919,^0 and the Scottish National 
Portrait Gallery has a signed ‘Duke of Rothes’, probably painted soon after he became 
Lord Chancellor in 1667. The several painters of the name of Scougall, however, seem 
to have been the leading portrait painters in Scotland at the time, although there is some 
confusion about them. A more or less putative John Scougall, whose supposed ‘Self- 
portrait’ is in the Edinburgh Gallery, has already been mentioned among the contem¬ 
poraries of Mytens. But it may well be that this portrait is rather later than it looks and is 
by the first of the Scougalls for whom there exists anything like a historical documenta¬ 
tion - David Scougall. He appears under date 17 May 1672 in Sir John Foulis of Ravel- 
ston’s Account Book, and two gentle and rather timid little conipaiiion portraits of the 
‘First Marquess of Lothian’ and the ‘Marchioness of Lothian’, now in the Scottish 
National Portrait Gallery, arc dated 1654 and that of the lady is inscribed (rather than 
signed) ‘Dd Scougal’. These do not agree at all in style with the accredited works ofjohn 
Scougall. 

Jolm Scougall, who was known in later life - to distinguish him from his son, George - 
as ‘Old Scougal’, is a fairly clear figure and was the leading portrait painter resident in 
Edinburgh during the last quarter of the century, l ie died at Prestonpans in 1730 at the 
age of eighty-five and he probably gave up painting about 1715. The first certain reference 
to him®* is in the accounts at Penicuik House for November 1675: ‘To John Scougall for 
2 pictures ^36’ (i.e. £,36 Scots = /^3 sterling). These pictures can fairly confidently be 
identified with the portraits of (presumably) ‘Sir Jolm Clerk, ist Bart’ (Plate 75A) and 
‘Lady Clerk’ (Plate 75B) still at Penicuik. They arc his best and most sensitive portraits 
at present known and I am inclined to sec in them something of the influence of Michael 
Wright, who was perhaps in Scotland in the 1660s. Among the Wemyss Castle accounts 
are three for portraits signed by John Scougall in 1692,1694, and 1697, and his name occurs 
several times in Lady Griscll Baillic’s Household Book®^ from 1696 to 1705* Among the 
pictures at Mellerstain which descend from Lady Griscll are several inscribed in a hand 
of the 172OS ‘Scugal P.’ or ‘Old Scugal P.’ — ‘Mrs Kirktown’ 1694, ‘Rachel Baillie 1696, 
‘Grisel and Rachel Baillie’ as children 1698, and ‘Patrick, Lord Polwarth’ 1700. These arc 
much harder and more perfunctory than the Penicuik pictures and we must assume that 
Scougall’s quality steadily deteriorated as his age advanced. He worked for the Glasgow 
Town Council in 1708/12 and 1715, painting portraits of Kings and Queens which are 
mainly feeble copies after stock designs by Kncller. From 1715 1724 there are various 
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payments to his son George Scougall, whose style is almost beneath consideration. 
Portraits in the style ofjohn Scougall arc fairly numerous in Scottish collections, but some 
of them arc probably by David Paton. 

David Paton is best known as a miniaturist. Copies of plumbago miniatures after 
Samuel Cooper of Charles II, dated 1668 and 1669, are at Ham House and Druinlaiirig, and 
the Duke of Hamilton possesses three frames, each containing five plumbago miniatures, 
which arc signed on the mounts ‘David Paton fecit 1693. Edinburgh’. But he also painted 
in oils, as early engravings testify. The original of the engraved ‘Thomas Dalyell’ (d. 1685) 
appears to be the picture at The Binns, and the original of the engraved ‘Sir John Nisbet’ 
(d. 1687) is at Win ton Castle. This latter is very close to Scougall in style. The last date at 
present known for Paton is a receipt among the Wcniyss Castle accounts, dated 26 March 
1697, and signed ‘David Paton, Leith’. 

A journeyman painter, for whom mention is almost more than sufficient, Jacob de 
Wett, contracted in 1684 to paint one hundred and ten (largely legendary) Kings for 
Holyroodhouse, where they remain. And he did similar work at Glaniis Castle 1688/9. 
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PART THREE 

THE AGE OF KNELLER AND 
ENGLISH BAROQUE 


CHAPTER 7 

THE DECORATIVE PAINTERS FROM 
VERRIOTO THORNHILL 

All the great movements in European painting during the seventeenth century passed 
Britain by. The expansion of the Baroque style took place largely in Catholic countries, 
but Rubens had left a noble example of it in the ceiling of the Banqueting Hall at White¬ 
hall. The coming of the Commonwealth left it without a successor. The realistic move¬ 
ment associated with the name of Caravaggio had sent one of its best painters, Orazio 
Gentilcschi, to the Court of Charles I - in vain. The classic art of Poussin was unknown 
in Britain and those great controversies between the adliercnts of Poussin and those of 
Rubens which enlivened Paris at the close of the century had no echo in London. But the 
Court and the nobility who looked to France for the guidance of taste were aware that 
it had become fashionable for the staircases and ceilings of houses to be covered with vast 
mythological or allegorical paintings, and, by the time Baroque painting had lost its 
initial fire and faded into decorative platitude, it was introduced, in this watered form, 
into the British Isles. A beginning, by a native painter, has already been mentioned - 
Streeter’s ceiling in the Sheldonian Theatre at Oxford. Its better-known foreign practi¬ 
tioners were not more distinguished artists than Streeter. Of a number of names two still 
linger in the public consciousness, immortalized by Pope’s sufficient account of the kind 
of wall or ceiling that they decorated - ‘where sprawl the Saints of Verrio and Laguerre’. 

Antonio Verrio 

Verrio perhaps counts as the most heavily remunerated painter in Britain up to the time 
of Sir John Millais. It suggests some reflections on the British character that he is also one 
of the worst. In a grandiloquent inscription on one of his (now destroyed) paintings at 
Windsor Castle he calls himself a Neapolitan and ‘of no humble stock . By a considerable 
stretch ‘Neapolitanus* could imply that he was born at Lecce, in the toe of Italy, and it 
has been cheerfully accepted that he was born there about 1639 since the statement was 
first made by de Dominici, one of the least reliable even of Neapolitan writers. There is 
certainly a tradition to-day at Lecce of one or more painters named Verrio who sought 
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their fortune outside the Salentino - and came to a bad end - but I am not convinced that 
the two paintings at Lecce now called Verrio are early works of the painter who came 
to England. De Dominici mentions a ceiHng in the Pharmacy of the Jesuit College at 
Naples which was signed and dated 1661 by Verrio, but this has vanished. In the later 
1660S Verrio was working at Toulouse,’ and two altar-pieces by him survive in the 
Toulouse Museum; in 1671 he was agree at the Paris Academy, and it is probable that he 
came to England the same year at the instigation of Lord Arlington. If the entry in 
Evelyn’s Diary for 16 October 1671 is not a later addition, Evelyn saw, at Lord Arlington’s 
house on that day, the first work Verrio did in England. It too has vanished. On 5 May 
1675 Verrio became a denizen and his finst royal employment is said to date from 1676, 
although the published warrants do not begin until 31 October 1678. From then until the 
Revolution of 1688 Verrio was in continuous employment by the Crown and received 
something like five and a half thousand pounds for work done at Windsor Castle, as well 
as several ‘bounties’ from the Secret Service money and payments from the same source 
(after 1685) for his subsidiary role as gardener at St James’s Palace. Details of his work for 
Windsor and (after 1686) for Whitehall can be extracted from the Calendars of State 
Papers (Domestic) and Calendars of Treasury Books. The most illuminating is a warrant 
dated 16 November 1678 that there be no molestation to ‘several foreigners, being painters 
and other artists employed in paintings and adorning Windsor Castle’, for being Popish 
recusants. These are named as ‘Antony Verrio and Frances d’AngcIy his wife, and John 
Baptiste and Francis their sons: Michael Tourarde, Jacob Coquet, - Lanscroon, Bertrand 
du Mailhey, painters employed by Verrio: Rene du Four his apprentice ... etc.*; later is 
added, ‘Antonio Montingo, a painter of flowers employed by Signor Verrio at Windsor 
Castle*. Evelyn saw the work being done on 23 July 1679 and speaks of‘that excellent 
painter, Verrio, whose works in fresco at the King’s Palace at Windsor will celebrate his 
name as long as those walls last’. From 1680 he was being paid at the rate of ^2,00 a year, 
and, by Royal Letters Patent dated 30 June 1684, Verrio was appointed ‘our chief and first 
painter’, and with all rights and privileges belonging to that post ‘as amply as Sir Peter 
Lely, late deceased, or any other held the same’. Only the most meagre fragments remain 
of the work at Windsor and none of the work at Whitehall, which occupied most of 
Verrio’s time until he was turned out of his house and employment at St James’s after die 
Revolution and Riley and Kneller were jointly sworn and admitted as chief painter in 
December 1688. 

Verrio at first refused to work for William III and his name disappears from the 
Treasury Books from 1688 to 1699. His chief employment during these years was at 
Chatsworth^ - where he painted the Great Staircase in 1690, the State Dining-room 
1691 /2, the altar-piece for the Chapel 1693, and the ceiling of the present Library in 1697/ 8 
- and at Burghlcy. He was certainly a member of the Earl of Exeter’s household at 
Burghley House in 1694 and he was probably engaged on the vast wall spaces which he 
covered there from 1694 to 1697. In 1699 a new period of royal patronage begins and he 
was employed at Hampton Court and Windsor from 12 June 1699 until early in 1705. 
Soon afterwards his eyes failed and he was pensioned by Queen Anne. He died at Hampton 
Court 15 June 1707. 
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His work can be sufficiently seen on the Great Staircase at Hampton Court, which 
includes most of the gods and goddesses of Olympus; on the ceiling of the State Bed¬ 
chamber there, with paintings emblematical of sleep; and in *Mars reposing on the Lap of 
Venus’ (Plate 77a) on the ceiling of the King s dressing-room. All these were completed 
shortly before 1702 and make us wonder why on earth Verrio was so greatly admired. 
In quality, liveliness, and imagination he was surpassed by Laguerre. 

Louis Laguerre 

Verrio was a pretentious, vulgar, and extravagant personality, but Laguerre was the 
reverse. He was also the better painter. Born in Paris in 1663, he worked for a short time 
with Lebrun and came to England at the age of twenty in 1683/4 with Ricard, an archi¬ 
tectural painter whom he assisted for some years. Together they worked for Verrio 
at Christ’s Hospital in 1684, and in 1689 they were both at Chatsworth, where between 
1689 and 1694 tliey painted the Chapel, the ceilings of a number of the State Rooms, and 
the Painted Hall. Between 1691 and 1695 Laguerre was working at Sudbury Hall.^ 
Although Verrio monopolized most of the royal commissions (Laguerre only did some 
grisailles at Hampton Court for William III), there was ample scope for Laguerre in 
country houses. He painted much at Burghley and the learned programmes which he 
affected - due probably to his early training under the Jesuits - can be gauged from the 
text for the decoration of the Ballroom at Burghley which is preserved in Peck’s Desiderata 
curiosa. Among much other work he is recorded at Devonsliirc House in 1704; painting 
Marlborough’s battles at Marlborough House in 1713; and, probably about the same 
date, doing his masterpiece, the Saloon at Blenheim. From about 1711 he came up against 
liis more pushing rival, Thornhill, who had learned, so Vertuc reports, much of his art 
from Laguerre: and the better commissions tended to go to Thornhill. From about 1714 
he did a good deal of work at Canons, and he died in London 20 April 1721. During his 
last years he gave himself more to portraiture and history painting than before, but little 
work of this kind is known to survive. 

A number of lesser figures of the historic style need only be mentioned. Gcrrard Lans- 
croon (d. 1737), in 1678 an assistant of Verrio, painted at Burley-on-the-Hill in 1712; 
Pierre Berchet (1659-1720) came to England in 1681 with tlie architectural painter 
Rambour, and also worked first for Verrio and later on his own; another such was 
Nicholas Heude who alone carried this style into Scotland. He was a French Protestant 
from Le Mans, who had been agrei at the Paris Academy in 1672 and came to England in 
1683 as an assistant to Verrio. The Duke of Queensberry is said to have brought him to 
Scotland, but his only surviving works are two signed ceilings — an Aurora and another 
allegorical figure subject — at Caroline Park near Edinburgh. He died in indigence at 
Edinburgh in 1703. 

The other decorative and historical painters who were active in Britain before the pre¬ 
dominance of Thornhill can be divided into two groups, the invasion from France, 
patronized by Ralph Montagu (later first Duke of Montagu), who had been special 
Ambassador in Paris from the 1660s onwards; and the invasion from Italy, centring round 
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the personality of Pellegrini, who was brought over to England by another Montagu, 
Charles, Earl (and later first Duke) of Manchester, when he was Ambassador at Venice. 

The Duke of Montagu s Artists 

Ralph Montagu was building the first Montagu House in Bloomsbury in 1675, ‘in the 
French taste', with Hooke as architect. This was decorated with mythological paintings 
by Verrio, but the house was destroyed by fire in January 1685/6. Lord Montagu (as he 
had then become) at once set about building a new house, and, as a zealous supporter of 
French art, he selected a French architect, Puget, in 1687, and introduced a number of 
French decorative painters. The chief of these were: Charles dc la Fosse (1636-1716), who 
was at work here only c. 1688/90 and returned to France on Lebrun's death in 1690; 
Jacques Rousseau (1631-93), a pupil of Swanevelt who had also studied in Italy, and 
speciahzed in landscapes with architecture and figures in a manner derived from Poussin; 
and Baptiste Monnoyer (1634-99), one of the most distinguished painters of flowers, who 
had worked for Lebrun at Versailles. Both the last two painters did canvases (Plate 78) for 
the decoration of Montagu House until its completion about 1692, and many of these 
remained in the collection of the Duke of Buccleuch until they were sold i November 
1946. A number of Monnoyers from Montagu House still survive at Boughton. Five 
architectural landscapes by Rousseau remain as superportes at Hampton Court, but he is 
not known to have done other work. Flower-pieces by Monnoyer are not uncommon in 
the older British collections, although his name is used generically for pictures which are 
not from his hand. He is commonly known as ‘Baptiste'. 

Another French painter of a younger generation, James Parmentier (1658-1730), was 
also employed as assistant in the work for Montagu House. He had visited England first in 
1676 but later went to France and Italy and settled here only in 1680. In 1688 he did work 
for Montingo (Verrio's flower painter) and for Berchet and Henry Cooke (d. 1700), both 
minor history painters. In 1689 he worked for Closterman and began to assist Rousseau at 
Montagu House, where he continued until 1692. In 1694 he worked for William III in 
Holland at Het Loo, but he was back and settled in Yorkshire by about 1700/1, where he 
did work at Hull, York, and elsewhere - history paintings, altar-pieces, or portraits. He 
is mentioned occasionally by Thoresby’s Yorkshire correspondents (Thoresby Society, 
XXI, 192) and settled in London on the death of Laguerre in 1721, but did not meet with 
much success. He died in London 2 December 1730. By accident we can reconstruct his 
career from Vertue’s notes, so that he can be taken as typical of a class of painter of whose 
movements in general we know little. His altar-piece at Hull is deplorable. 

In the 1690s Montagu was also doing much decorative work at Boughton, and for 
this he employed another French history painter, Louis Cheron (c. 1655-1725), who 
came to England about 1695 after study in Rome, where he had made many drawings 
after Raphael. Cheron's watered Marattesque style can be seen on several ceilings at 
Boughton and he was working also at Chatsworth 1699/1700, but his importance rests 
on the fact that he was much concerned in the instruction at the two drawing academies 
started in London in 1711 and 1720, in which his teaching along Roman lines had a 
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considerable influence on the younger generation of painters, Vanderbank, Highmore, 
etc., who had never visited Italy. He died in London 26 May 1725. 

The Italian Invasion 

It is a comfort to turn from these depressing minor Frenchmen to the Venetian painters 
who came over a generation later, Pellegrini and the two Ricci. They were not great 
painters, but they were masters of an easy, fluent, decorative style which it is still a 
pleasure to look at, and they brought with them something which was badly needed in 
England at the time, the breath of one of the most civilized (perhaps even over-civilized) 
cities in Europe. The history of the best in British painting in the eighteenth century is 
largely the history of the assimilation by British painters, for the first time, of the best 
that Italy had to offer, and the first appearance of Italian painters in England at the begin¬ 
ning of the century is an important symptom. 

Although not the oldest of them, Gianantonio Pellegrini (1675-1741) was the first to 
arrive. He had been a pupil of Sebastiano Ricci at Venice, and married one of the sisters of 
Rosalba Carriera. In 1708 the Earl (later Duke) of Manchester, then British Ambassador 
at Venice, returned to England, where Vanbrugh was engaged in adapting his house at 
Kimbolton. With him he brought Pellegrini, whose versatility and lightness was well 
adapted to go with that passion for the heroic and gigantic w’^hich was an element in Van¬ 
brugh's style. Pellegrini did not paint much at Kimbolton,but what he did was charming 
- some wall-paintings of a Roman Triumph, a staircase fresco with a Moorish trumpeter 
and some musicians on a balcony (Plate 77b), a niche with a chained monkey and a 
parrot on a perch, and a few ceilings with Cupids, in addition to a large canvas of the 
Duke’s children. He also painted the Duke of Manchester’s London house (now de¬ 
stroyed) and Vanbrugh found much work for him at Castle Howard, where he painted 
in 1712 the cupola of the Great Hall, which was destroyed by fire in the 1940s. There 
is also a fascinating canvas of girls round a table at Castle Howard, and the method of 
wall decoration by canvases let into the wainscoting was what he practised at Sir 
Andrew Fountaine’s at Narford, where tlie most varied selection of his work remains 
to-day. ‘Thetis Bringing the Infant Achilles to Chiron’, ‘The Rape of Europa’, ‘Nessus 
and Dejanira’, ‘Hylas’, ‘Minerva and Arachne’, ‘The Death of Lucretia’, and ‘Medor 
and Angelica’ are among the subjects painted at Narford, and the lightness and facility 
of tile style remind us for the first time of the Mediterranean world. Pellegrini was 
involved in the foundation of the Academy in London in 1711, but he left for Diisscldorf 
in 1713, and was back only for a short visit c. 1718/19, after which he went to Paris. An 
Italian pupil of his, Vincenzo Damini, did some feeble painting in Lincoln Cathedral in 
1728, but returned to Italy in 1730. 

The two Ricci, Sebastiano (1659—1734) the uncle, and Marco (1676—1729) die nephew, 
arc more important for the history of painting in Venice than they are in England. The 
elder tempered the style of Veronese with a Rococo idiom and was the fiirerunner of 
Tiepolo, and the younger was the pioneer of the fantastic landscape which came to full 
perfection in Guardi. Marco Ricci came to England first with Pellegrini, in 1708, but 
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he soon returned to Venice and brought back with him (c. 1709) his uncle, who had 
been Pellegrini’s master. In England the two Ricci sometimes collaborated, Sebastiano 
painting the figures and Marco the landscapes, and also worked independently. The 
fresco of the ‘Resurrection’^ in the semidome of the apse in Chelsea Hospital Chapel is 
Sebastiano’s surviving masterpiece. It has a Rococo verve and a feeling for decoration 
and movement which were altogether new. Two large mythologies by him, ‘Diana and 
her Nymphs’ and ‘The Triumph of Ven us’, still hang on the stairs of Burlington House. 
A wave of nationalist feeling, fanned by Thornhill, prevented Ricci getting the com¬ 
missions for Hampton Court and for St Paul’s, and the two Ricci left England about 
1716 (when they arc recorded at Paris) soon after Thornhill had started work on St 
Paul’s. Easel pictures painted by one or the other, or by the two in collaboration, are at 
Chatsworth and Welbeck, but the great scries of works by both in the royal collection 
comes from Consul Smith and was painted after the two had finally returned to Venice 
in 1720. 

About the time the Ricci left England, in 1716, another Venetian painter, Antonio 
Bellucci (1654-1727), came to London from Diisseldorf. He belonged to an older tradi¬ 
tion than Sebastiano Ricci, deriving his style rather from Padovanino and Luca Giordano 
and having no tinge of the Rococo about him. He remained only until 1722. The best of 
his works to be seen in England to-day is a vast canvas of‘The Family of Darius before 
Alexander’ in the Ashmolean Museum at Oxford. A rather feeble ‘Adoration of the 
Shepherds’ and a ‘Deposition’ from liis hand also remain at the sides of the altar in the 
Church at Whitchurch, Edgware, commissions from the Duke of Chandos. 


Sir James Thornhill 

Baroque decorative painting in Britain culminated, however, in the personality of 
Thornhill, an Englishman, born of good Dorset stock at Mclcombe Regis in 1675. His 
early training is obscure, but certainly included a good deal of practical knowledge of 
architecture. Vertue makes clear that he thinks Thornhill derived most of his pictorial 
style from Laguerre, and tliis may well be true. He seems to have succeeded Verrio 
and Laguerre at Chatsworth, where he was working about 1707. He came into promin¬ 
ence as a historical painter under Queen Anne just at the time Verrio died, and his first 
major commission about which we have knowledge was the decoration of the Painted 
Hall at Greenwich (Plate 76), where his work was started in 1708 and dragged on rather 
fitfully until 1727. It is his best and most visible work and has an energy and gusto 
which reveals the lesson of Ricci as well as the schooling of Laguerre. A number of 
lively drawings for the scheme are in the British Museum, but their vivacity is hardly 
carried through into the finished work. The scheme at Greenwich is of particular in¬ 
terest since some of the main themes to be depicted were from recent or contemporary 
history, such as ‘The Landing of William III’ and ‘The Landing of George I’. Thornhill 
was thus faced with the problem of how much truth to appearances was consistent with 
the grand manner, and the issue was complicated for him by the fact that he had a 
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natural bent towards closely observed genre.® On a drawing in the British Museum for 
the latter subject is a revealing list of‘Objections that will arise from the plain repre¬ 
sentation of the King s landing as it was in fact and in the modern way and dress’. 
These objections were: that it was night, that no ships were visible, but only small boats, 
which would make a poor show in the composition; that the nobles who were actually 
present were, many of them, in disgrace at the time of painting, and that it would be 
difficult to have their faces and dresses as they really were’; and that the King’s own 
dress on the occasion was not graceful nor enough worthy of him to be transmitted to 
posterity’. Finally there was a vast crowd ‘which to represent would be ugly, and not 
to represent would be false’. Thornhill chose not to be ‘ugly’ and to represent the 
King’s dress ‘as it should have been rather than as it was’. The problems which beset the 
painter of scenes from contemporary history have never been more clearly analysed, 
and this clear thinking sufficiently reveals Thornhill’s native instinct towards realism, 
which marks him out from his foreign predecessors. 

The final result certainly shows that Thornhill had at least as considerable knowledge 
of the Italian repertory of decorative expedients as his foreign rivals. His abilities were 
various and extensive, and paintings by him of every class, from landscape to religious 
liistory, arc listed in liis sale after death, but very few examples of the minor categories 
have so far been identified. Three portraits, dated 1710, arc in the Master’s Lodge at 
Trinity, Cambridge, and others, a little later, are at All Souls’, Oxford. But he is hardly 
known to-day outside his grandiose decorations, although his sketch-book, made on a 
journey in 1711 to Holland and Belgium, shows at least as great an interest in archi¬ 
tecture as in painting, and his name was put forward in 1719 for the post of Surveyor 
to the Board of Works. He was also loud in pushing himself forward and imposed his 
predominance, partly by underground political channels and the support of the Earls of 
Sunderland and Halifax, during the early years of the Hanoverian dynasty. He was 
working at All Souls’, Oxford, in 1713/14; in 1715 he painted the ceiUng of the Prince’s 
Apartments in Hampton Court, and when, in the same year, the question came up of 
who should get the commission for painting the cupola of St Paul’s, he was given the 
job against Laguerre and Ricci. Ricci, disappointed of Hampton Court and St Paul’s, 
left the country, and there seems to have been a current of nationalist fccHng which 
Thornhill fanned and profited by. In this, as in other things, Hogarth followed in his 
father-in-law’s footsteps. 

Thornhill began the eight huge grisaille ‘Stories from the Life of St Paul’ in the cupola 
on I May 1716 and they were completed in September 1719* Btit he was doing many 
other works at the same time, in addition to carrying on at Greenwich. In 1716 he was 
still at work on the ceiUng of the Great Hall at Blenheim, which commemorated the 
Duke’s victory at Blenheim. In 1717 he visited Paris. In 1719 he signed the ‘Stories from 
the Aeneid’ at Charborough Park. His period of greatest prosperity runs from 1716 to 
1723. He succeeded Kneller in 1716 as head of the Academy wliich had been founded in 
1711, but it is doubtful if this first Academy lasted for more than a further year or two. 
In June 1718 he was sworn ‘History Painter to His Majesty , and on 8 March 1720 he 
succeeded Thomas Highmore as Serjeant Painter, was Master of the Painter Stainers 
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Company, and was knighted on 2 May. In 1722 he was elected m.p. for Melconibe 
Regis, but his desire to be everything overreached itself and Lord Sunderland's death 
the same year affected his progress. The rising arbiter of taste was Lord Burlington and 
his protege was Wilham Kent, and Kent’s appointment in 1723 to decorate Kensington 
Palace was the turning-point in Thornhill’s painting career. It was a turning-point in the 
history of taste in England also. 

William Kent (1685-1748), whose name is justly honoured in the history of archi¬ 
tecture and subsidiary arts, need not be taken seriously as a painter, though he had 
studied painting under Luti in Rome 1714/15, where he had first met Lord Burlington. 
The alliance of Kent and Burlington begins in London in 1719, with Kent finishing the 
painting which Ricci had left uncompleted at Burlington House, but Lord Burlington 
gradually saw that his friend’s talents lay outside the field of history painting and in the 
direction of the picturesque enlivenment of architecture. What was happening in Eng¬ 
land was what had happened earlier in France, where the heroic style of Le Brim, to 
which we may parallel that of Thornhill, gave way to the Rococo modes in wliich the 
painter played a minor and more subordinate part to the architect and decorator. 

The South Sea Bubble of 1720 also no doubt played its part in chastening the style of 
building and decoration. Soon after the work at Greenwich was completed in 1727 
Thomliill was engaged in a lawsuit with Mr Styles of Moor Park over payment for the 
work he had done there. In 1729 Vertue notes that he had ‘no great employment in 
hand’ and he devoted his later years to making copies of the Raphael cartoons at Hamp¬ 
ton Court, which were still in his possession at his death on 4 May 1734. In the obituary 
notice in the Gentleman s Magazine he was described as ‘the greatest History Painter this 
Kingdom ever produced’, which was probably true enough, since competition was 
slight. His name and fame left as a legacy tliat bias towards the Grand Style, from which 
Hogarth never escaped, with which Reynolds was tinctured, and which was only finally 
exorcized by the suicide of Hay don. Thornhill remains the least studied in detail of the 
eminent names in British painting. 

Jacopo Amigoni {i682?-i752) 

The final collapse of the patronage for large-scale historical decoration is shown in the 
case of the last of the distinguished Italian visiting painters, Jacopo Amigoni, who 
worked in England from 1730 to 1739. He painted several London houses, now de¬ 
molished, but his best surviving work is the scries from the ‘Story of Jupiter and lo’ at 
Moor Park, where he succeeded to Thornhill after the latter’s quarrel with Mr. Styles. 
These arc very accomplished examples of Venetian Rococo - the best is ‘Mercury Pre¬ 
senting the Head of Argus to Juno’ (Plate 79) - but they show a new departure in 
decoration which had been anticipated by Pellegrini at Narford on a smaller scale. They 
arc large canvases let into the wall instead of frescoes, but taking up the space that wall- 
painting would have done. The principle, but not the scale of canvas, was to become 
the norm. Gradually the role of the painter became more and more subordinate and 
painting was used only for chimney-pieces and superportes - exactly as had happened 
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in France. But the great bulk of these decorative pictures were the work of journey men 
hacks and cannot find a place in a general history of British painting. 

Amigoni did a fairly good business in large canvases of mythological subjects, but he 
was finally forced, like all the native British painters, to eke out his livelihood with 
portraits. These he diversified by the introduction of Cupids, whenever possible, but 
examples survive of a more prosaic vcin.^ His most remarkable English portrait is the 
full-length of‘Lady Sundon’ at Melbury, which has a distinctly foreign air. He married 
an Italian, Antonia Marchesini, at the Catholic Chapel Royal on 17 May 1738, and 
departed the next year for Paris and Venice, ending up in the more congenial atmosphere 
of Madrid, where he was Court Painter."^ 
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CHAPTER 8 

PORTRAITURE IN THE AGE OF KNELLER AND HIS 
IMMEDIATE SUCCESSORS 

John Riley 

When Lely died at the close of 1680 no immediate appointment was made to the post 
of ‘chief painter*. It may well not then have been obvious who would succeed to the 
fashionable portrait practice of Lely from the three or four possible candidates. The 
young foreigner Knellcr was beginning to come into favour, but his star was still only 
in the ascendant; Michael Wright had serious claims but could hardly be called fashion¬ 
able; John Riley had perhaps estabhshed a fair name for himself among the middle 
classes; and another young foreigner, Wissing, was beginning to become known. We 
have seen that it was not until 1685 that the appointment was made, and it then went 
to Verrio, perhaps from motives of economy (since Verrio was already in receipt of 
^200 a year from the Crown), but the imcertainty as to who was the right portrait 
painter for the job persisted and was solved by a compromise after the Revolution of 
1688, when Verrio was turned out and, in December 1688, John Riley and Godfrey 
Kneller were Jointly ‘sworn and admitted chief painter’. In the meantime Wissing had 
died, and Wright, by his absence at Rome, had lost any fashionable support. 

John Riley had for a time been a pupil of Socst, and he was born in 1646. One of his 
scholars told Vertue that Riley was a man ‘of established reputation’ in 1680, but he 
seems to have been little noticed by the great world before Lely’s death and we are still 
without any certain clue to his early style. From 1680 until his death in London 30 
March 1691 a fair number of portraits survives which can be documented by engravings, 
diaries, early inventories, or nearly contemporary inscriptions that they arc by Ryley, 
Royley, or Roylc, as his name was indifferently spelt. He did his best with the great 
world which he was called upon to paint, taking over from Lely some of his poses and 
even his posture-painter, Caspars, who was later taken over by Kneller: but there is 
evidence of his diffident and uncourtierlike temperament, and the native Riley is only 
plainly apparent in the one or two pictures he painted of persons in the humbler walks 
of life. Curiously enough, the two cliief of these are fully signed and are amongst the 
most sympathetic portraits of this depressing period - the ‘Scullion’ (Christ Church, 
Oxford; Plate 81) and the portrait at Windsor of‘Bridget Holmes’ (Plate 80; dated 
1686), the venerable housemaid to James II, in her ninety-sixth year. There is a faint 
friendly air of parody about this latter work which could never have been anticipated 
from Riley’s official manner. The curtain and Baroque pot suggest the grand manner and 
the old woman is wielding her mop as if it had been a general’s baton, and is directing 
it against a mischievous page boy. It is obvious that Riley was most at home below 
stairs, and the portrait at Kensington Palace of‘Mrs Elliot’, the King’s nurse, for which 
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wc have the evidence of the Queen Anne Inventory' that the head only is by Kiley and 
the rest by Closterman (i.e. c. 1689/91), confirms tliis. 

This collaboration with Closterman probably began when Riley was appointed chief 
painter. The two artists formed a partnership and shared expenses. They also shared 
equally the profits of whole-lengths (at ^40 each) and half-lengths (at ^£20 each): but 
for heads only (at ^10 each) Closterman received only 305. and Riley pocketed the 
rest.2 It is indicative of the nature of Riley’s practice at this time that Closterman did 
very badly from the arrangement. Typical examples of this dual control are the three 
half-lengths of the ‘Misses Bishopp’ at Parham of about 1690, in which the qualities 
which make Riley a portraitist of some distinction have almost evaporated. 

This distinction is one of temper rather than of painting. His best male portraits have 
a haunting, shadowed melancholy, from which the vulgarity of Lely’s style has been 
drained away: and his few women’s portraits have a shy and gentle aspect. The Woburn 
‘Mr and Mrs John Howland’, probably painted at the time of their marriage in 1681, 
illustrate both these characteristics. At Althorp is a ‘Lady Spencer of Offley and her Son 
John’, which can be dated by the sitter’s diary to October/November 1683, in which 
this air of shyness is almost embarrassing. In men’s portraits he was more successful, and 
the ‘Elias Ashmole’ 1683 (Ashmolean Museum, Oxford), ‘Sir Charles Cottercll* 1687 
(Cottrell-Dormer collection), or the ‘Duke of Lauderdale’ (Plate 86a) at Syon House, 
are fine examples of his power of probing character of a grave and melancholy cast. 
But it should be added that this melancholy may be as much mannerism as penetration, 
for it is found also coupled with a discordant gaiety of draperies in the full-length 
portraits (c. 1686/7) of two of the Brownlow Baronets and their wives at Belton. In 
his royal portraits Riley was at his least characteristic: certified examples are at Oxford 
(Ashmolean and Bodleian Library - some of the latter very bad) and at Althorp. 

One of Riley’s fellow pupils under Soest is identifiable in William Reader, son of a 
clergyman at Maidstone, who lived for a time in a nobleman’s house in the west of 
England and fell upon evil days, ending them in the Charterhouse (Vertuc, iv, 83). The 
nobleman seems to have been the Earl of Aylesford, and a number of Reader’s portraits 
appeared in the Aylesford sale 23 July 1937. Portraits signed by him are known dated 
1672 and 1680. They are extremely rustic and primitive, but the hands and drapery folds 
clearly betray Soest’s training. 

Riley’s historical importance lies partly in the fact that he was the teacher of some of 
the most important portraitists of the next generation - Murray, Gouge, and Richard¬ 
son. Through the last, who became Riley’s ultimate heir, the line runs through Hudson 
to Reynolds. 

Sir Godfrey Krwller 

Riley’s partner in the office of ‘Principal Painter’ after the Revolution was Godfrey 
Kneller, who assumed the whole office on Riley’s death in 1691. was knighted on 3 
March 1691/2 and was created a baronet 24 May 1715* This honour was conferred by 
George I, the least art-loving and the least British of our Sovereigns, and it raised the 
official painter to a position of social eminence unequalled until it was surpassed by 

91 



THE AGE OF KNELLER AND ENGLISH BAROQUE 

Queen Victoria when she conferred a peerage on Lord Leighton. There can be no 
doubt that Kneller was the dominant artistic figure of his age in England. His mature 
portrait style reflects with relentless objectivity the fashionable world under the reign 
of three Sovereigns with no leanings towards the arts. The downright shoddiness of 
much of his enormous output is a mirror of the cynicism of his age, but he had a wonder¬ 
fully sharp eye for character, could draw and paint a face with admirable economy, and 
maintains, even in his inferior work, a certain virility and down-to-earth quality which 
is refresliing after the languishments of the age of Lely. He was one of the first to con¬ 
centrate on the portrait as a document concerned with the likeness of a liistorical per¬ 
sonality rather than as a work of art. The art historian may shake his head over liim, 
but the historian must rate the vast series of portraits that Kneller left behind him as a 
most precious aid to his studies. A himdrcd years later a rather similar artistic personality 
appeared in Raeburn. 

Godfrey Kneller was born in Liibcck, cither in 1646 or 1649.3 He studied under Bol 
in Amsterdam, perhaps about 1666, and is alleged to have come into contact with 
Rembrandt in his latter days. From Holland he went to Italy. In Rome he en¬ 
countered Maratta-* and Baciccia, the leading native portrait painters of their time; in 
Naples he is alleged to have worked with some success, and in Venice too, where Bom- 
belli was the leading portraitist. No trace of his work has been found in Italy, and there 
is little to show from these Italian contacts in his first works after he settled in England 
in 1674. A ‘Philosopher’ of 1668 (Liibeck), probably painted before his Italian journey, 
is like the work of a pupil of Bol such as Cornelis Bisschopp, and the so-called ‘Admiral 
Tromp* of 1675 (Antony House), which is the first known picture of his post-Italian 
phase, is entirely in the spirit of Bol, which remains the dominant influence in the 
portrait of liis first English patron, ‘Mr Banks’ 1676 (Bastard collection, Kitley). But a 
change comes over his style about the time that he was introduced to Court. He first 
painted Monmouth’s Secretary, ‘Mr Vernon’, in 1677 (National Portrait Gallery) in a 
soft smudgy style recalling Maratta rather than anything English or Dutch, and this 
led to his painting Monmouth himself. If the ‘Duke of Monmouth’ (Plate 82) at full 
length at Goodwood, of about 1677, is by Kneller, as is traditionally supposed, it is his 
first masterpiece and explains his introduction to the King and his sudden rise to popu¬ 
larity. But there is a curious gap in our knowledge of Kneller from 1678 to 1682. Not 
more than two or three portraits are known.s In 1683 Kneller emerges with something 
approaching his mature style - which is markedly different from his works of 1677 - 
and hardly a year passes from then until his death from which at least half a dozen signed 
and dated works cannot be named. There is room for a visit abroad from 1677 to 1683 
(as Mr Collins Baker has suggested) - perhaps for two visits, with a return to London 
in between. Nothing else would so easily account for the assured quality of Kneller’s 
style in 1683 in contrast to his rather timid beginnings, and I would accept provisionally 
that this was what happened, although Vertuc has no knowledge of it. 

By 1685 Evelyn, in his Diary, was calling Kneller ‘the famous painter’. Wissing’s 
death and Wright’s absence in Rome in 1685 may have had something to do with it, 
but Kneller himself, with his keen eye to the main chance, was no doubt the chief 
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reason. His style in 1683 ~ unlike that of 1677 - is based on Lely. He uses, with very 
slight modification, many of Lely’s poses, and he adopts the same unquiet gestures: but 
he stiffens up the backbone of the figures in his portraits. The ‘Sir Charles Cottcrell’ 
(Plate 84B) of 1683 and the ‘Edmund Waller’ of 1684, both at Rousham,^ have this new. 
more rigid pose, and a picture such as the ‘Duchess of Portsmouth’ (Plate 83) of 1684, 
at Goodwood, although it represents one of the most languorous personalities of the age, 
has a miUtary rigidity of bearing if compared with Lely’s various full-lengths of the 
Duchess of Cleveland . At times during these early years Kneller even shows sometliing 
of the same sensitive penetration of character and melancholy as Riley - as in such an 
unusual and noble work as the ‘Philip, Earl of Leicester’ (Plate 84A) of 1685 at Pens- 
hurst: a sad and disappointed old man, his disquiet shown by a use of diagonals that was 
altogether outside Lely s canon. Kneller is an artist who can be usefully judged only by 
liis exceptional and outstanding works, which are sufficiently numerous to make it plain 
that they are not happy accidents but really represent what he would have been capable 
of had the times been favourable to the sensitive use of liis talents. One may cite as 
examples of these before the end of the century (all certified by signatures and dates): 
the ‘Chinese Convert’ 1687, at Kensington Palace, which he himself considered his 
masterpiece; ‘Mrs Dunch’ 1689, at Parham Park, an uncompromising study of an 
elderly lady; ‘Anthony Leigh as “The Spanish Friar” ’ 1689 (National Portrait Gallery), 
one of the first actor’s portraits in a character part; the ‘Duchess of Marlborough and 
Lady Fitzhardinge’ (Plate 87B) 1691, at Blenheim, a most admirable study of two great 
ladies playing cards; ‘Dr. Burnet’ 1693, The Charterhouse, friendly and grave and 
sober, and wholly lacking in irrelevant frills, comparable to the undated ‘Mrs Richard 
Jennings’ and ‘M. dc St Evremond’ at Althorp; and the ‘Matthew Prior’ 1700 in the 
Combination Room at Trinity College, Cambridge. This is a gallery of something close 
to masterpieces judged by any standards of portraiture, and of much richer variety than 
could be produced from any fifteen years of Lely’s activity. 

Like Lely, Kneller is probably best known by certain series of portraits. Kneller’s 
Hampton Court Beauties, dating from the years immediately after 1690, are at full 
length and cannot compare in voluptuousness with Lely’s Windsor Beauties: his scries 
of Admirals at Greenwich, dating from the first decade of the eighteenth century (with 
some companion portraits by Dahl) do not reach the same high level as Lely’s Flagmen, 
although a picture such as the ‘Sir Charles Wager’ of 1710 has an energy and directness 
of a kind Lely never achieved: but Kneller’s Kit Cat series, which has now happily 
found a home in the National Portrait Gallery, not only surpasses any group of portraits 
by Lely in historical interest, but includes some masterpieces of direct painting and in¬ 
cisive portraiture, which are the legitimate ancestors of Hogarth and Gainsborough and 
much of the best British portraiture in the eighteenth century. 

The best of Kneller’s later work, after 1700, is concentrated in the Kit Cat series. 
These forty-two portraits, all but one of the size of about 36 x 28 in. (which has become 
known from them as the Kit Cat size and has the advantage of showing both head and 
one hand), were painted between 1702 and 1717* represent the members of the Kit 
Cat Club, which has been described as tlie Whig Party in its social aspect. In most of 
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these Kneller took more trouble with hands and drapery than usual, and some of the 
heads - such as the ‘Sir Samuel Garth' (Plate 853) - are among the most brilliant he ever 
painted. For variety of character, though mostly seen within the equalizing frame of the 
periwig, they are quite splendid and reveal in Kneller a knowledge of the human mind 
which one would not have guessed from the many talcs of his prodigious vanity. The 
fatuous libertine ‘Lord Mohiin*, the pensive, almost feminine, melancholy (which led 
to his suicide) of the ‘Earl of Scarbrough', the superciliousness of the young ‘Duke of 
Grafton’, ‘Sir John Vanbrugh’s’ consciousness of success, are all admirably portrayed; 
and in the portrait of old ‘Jacob Tonson' (Plate 85A), who commissioned the whole 
series, Kneller took the trouble to add some subtlety of design and produce something 
which was a work of art as well as a portrait. 

The last date on any of the Kit Cat series is 1717 and Lord Nottingham, writing in 
that year to his daughter,^ says: ‘Sir G. Kneller shall draw me as you propose unlesse 
upon viewing some of his later pictures we find what I have been told that his eyes fail 
him as well they may at his age’. But his eyes lasted well enough until his death on 19 
October 1723, and his last portrait of‘Alexander Pope’ (Viscount Harcourt), painted in 
the year of his death, shows little diminution of his powers. 

In 1711 Kneller became first Governor of the first Academy of Painting to be set up 
in London, and he showed keen interest in the Academy until he was replaced as 
Governor in 1716 by Thornhill. In this way he helped to impose a sound studio tradi¬ 
tion on the next generation of painters, and he set the tone which was to prevail in 
British portraiture for at least a generation after his death. 

It may well be also that Kneller’s own studio practice, which was comparable to 
Rigaud’s in France, had a demoralizing influence on contemporary portraitists. His 
studio was a model factory. Kneller himself would draw the face from his sitter and 
transfer it to the canvas, while the rest, as often as not, was finished off by a multitude 
of assistants. There was a specialist for perukes, for draperies, for lace, for architectural 
backgrounds, for the landscape, and so on. The names of a number of Kneller’s assistants 
are known, but few attained to independent distinction.® 

Lesser Portrait Painters 

Of the considerable number of names’ of portraitists which are known for this period, 
a few were of sufficient repute or promise to deserve more than a passing reference. 
They may be taken alphabetically. 

Johann Baptista Closterman was a personality and certainly played a fairly prominent 
social role. He has already been mentioned in connexion with Riley. Born at Osnabruck 
about 1660, he was a pupil of Francois de Troy at Paris in 1679 and came to London in 
the early 1680s. For the last years of Riley’s life (up to 1691) he painted draperies, hands, 
and accessories for Riley and a considerable number of Rileyesque portraits survive 
which can be gcncrically called Riley-Closterman. One of the best, in which Closter- 
man's participation is documented by an early inventory, is the ‘Mrs Elliot' at Kensington 
Palace. He also completed the works left unfinished in Riley’s studio. During the 1690s 
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he was taken up by the Duke of Somerset and the group of ‘Seven Children of the 
Duke of Somerset at Syon House was one of his most important commissions. He 
went to Spain in 1696, just after he had completed the huge group at Blenheim of the 
‘Duke and Duchess of Marlborough and their children’, and he had probably already, 
before his departure, formed a connexion with the Earl of Shaftesbury, that enlightened 
but eccentric patron of the arts who was looking for a pliable painter who would 
execute his own philosophic ideas. It is not certain whether his full-length portrait of the 
‘Earl of Shaftesbury’ (used as an engraving to the 1723 edition of Shaftesbury’s Char¬ 
acteristics) was painted before or after his travels. In Madrid, as is certified by a letter of 
12 November 1698, he painted his masterpiece, the full-length of the ‘Hon. Alexander 
Stanhope* at Chevening (Plate 88). There is evidence in this that he had at least troubled 
to look at Velazquez’s portraits. In ^699 he was at Rome, where he painted Maratta from 
the life, and he was probably back in England by the end of 1702. At Bclvoir is a signed 
‘Marquess of Granby’ of 1703, but he seems to have painted less in his later years and 
taken more to picture-dealing. He was buried in London 24 May 1711. His later style 
derives wholly from Kncller and is well exemplified by the engraved ‘Duke of Argyll’ 
in the Marquess of Lothian’s collection at Melbourne Hall. 

By contrast Thomas Hill was a painter of some refinement. His dates arc generally 
given as 1661 to 1734, but the date of his death (at Mitcham) may perhaps have rather 
been 1724. A dozen or so engravings arc known after his portraits, and the few that 
survive*0 - several of them of his friend ‘Humphrey Wanlcy’ - are all original and re¬ 
freshing in a stereotyped age. Vertue (who knew him) records that he learned drawing 
from Faithorne and painting, presumably about 1678/9, from Theodore Freres, so that 
his work does not automatically belong to the Lely, the Riley, or the Kncller style. He 
also seems to have been something more like an English gentleman than most con¬ 
temporary portrait painters, except Tilson, whose friend he was. Hill’s engraved ‘Sir 
Henry Goodrickc’ of about 1695, which was in the Castle Howard sale, 18 February 
1944 (49), as a Lely, is nearer to Michael Wright in colour and temper than anything 
else. On two separate occasions, the first perhaps soon after 1700, the second in 
1720, he stayed at Melbury and painted a number of pictures for the Strangways 
family, including a huge group of ‘Mr and Mrs Thomas Strangways and their eight 
Children’. The signed ‘Susanna Strangways’ (Plate 87A) at Melbury ot c. 1705 has a 
gentleness and refinement hardly to be found in any other portrait painter of the time. 

A real gentleman painter, however, was Hugh Howard, born in Dublin 7 February 
1675. He had to earn his living and he accompanied the Earl of Pembroke in 1696 on his 
travels through Holland and Italy. In Rome he decided to professionalize what had 
before been an. amateur talent and he became a favourite pupil of Maratta. He also, like 
Wright in Rome before him, became an art expert and in 1700 he brought home what 
the Italians call la virtity and we a taste and insight in building, statuary, music, medals, 
and ancient history’.” At first this stood him in little stead and he had to practise portrait 
painting, first at Dublin, and later in London — a documented example, very like 
Closterman in style, is the ‘Sir Justinian Isham’ of 1710 at Lamport. But he married 
money in 1714 and his antiquarian knowledge recommended him to the Duke of 
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Devonshire, who secured him the post (9 November 1714) of Keeper and Register of 
the Papers and Records of State, whereupon he abandoned ‘the mechanical, though 
genteel’ art of painting. On 18 June 1726 he succeeded Dartiquenavc as Paymaster of the 
Royal Palaces, and he died, a very rich man, on 17 March 1737/8 - one of the first of 
the enriched ‘experts*. 

Edmund Lilley, who was buried at Richmond (Surrey) 25 May 1716, enjoyed con¬ 
siderable patronage in the reign of Queen Anne.*^ There is an engraving after a portrait 
of‘Queen Anne’ dated 1702, another huge ‘Queen Anne’ signed and dated 1703 is at 
Blenheim, and another of 1705 was in Lord Clarendon’s collection. A signed portrait 
of some distinction is ‘Edward Tyson’ at the Royal College of Physicians. The last 
recorded date at present on any of his pictures is 1707. 

Henry Tilson was one of the most promising of the lesser portrait painters. Born in 
London in 1659, he was son of Henry Tilson of Rochdale, Yorks., and grandson of a 
Bishop of Elphin. He was at first a pupil of Lely and may then perhaps have veered into 
the orbit of Knellcr. In 1685 he accompanied Dahl (who will be considered later) to 
Paris (1686) and to Italy. They spent most of their time in Rome, where Tilson is said 
to have made a name for himself by doing crayon copies of the Old Masters. A crayon 
portrait of‘Francesco Giuseppe Borri’, done in Rome in 1687, is in the Hanstcen collec¬ 
tion in Oslo,*3 and a small oil portrait of‘Hon. Thomas Arundell’, done in Rome in 1687 
and formerly at Wardour Castle, belongs to Mr R. J. R. Arundell. These arc both in the 
Roman rather than the British tradition. In 1689 he had returned to London with Dahl 
and was developing a style very similar to Dahl’s, when he cut short his life by suicide 
about 25 November 1695. A signed portrait of‘Master William Blathwayt’ 1691 at 
Dyrham, and a signed ‘Mrs Howell’ 1693, at Courteenhall,*^ and some portraits of his 
own family known only by old photographs, are all that remain of his later work at 
present identified. But they arc enough to show that he promised better than most of 
his contemporaries. 

John Vandervaart, born at Haarlem, probably in 1653, came to England in 1674 as a 
painter of still-life and small landscapes with figures. From about 1685 to 1687 he painted 
draperies for Wissing and then set himself up as an independent portrait painter, in 
which he had only moderate success. Typical late works are the ‘Mr and Mrs Robert 
Bristow’ of 1713 at Squerryes Court. About 1713 he largely abandoned original work 
for restoring and expertise and there is an account of his later activities in Vertue, in, 32. 
He was buried at St Paul’s, Covent Garden, 30 March 1727. 

The Verelst Family 

So much confusion attends the scattered published references to the several painters of 
the name of Verelst, that it is better to treat them all together, although the last con¬ 
tinued his activities into the middle of the eighteenth century. Sifting a good deal of 
conflicting evidence,*^ I would sort them out as follows. Two sons of a painter at The 
Hague (who never came to England), Peter Verelst, finally settled in England. The elder 
son was Harman Verelst, who became a member of The Hague Guild in 1663, worked 
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later at Amsterdam and Paris, and went to Vienna in 1680, where he became Painter to 
the Emperor. When the Turks besieged Vienna in 1683, Harman came to England, and 
his earliest portraits in England, all dating from 1683, are found in East Anglia. In the 
later 1690s he probably worked a good deal in Yorkshire, and he died in London in 1702. 
He was a competent portrait painter in the Clostcrman style. His younger brother 
Simon, baptized at The Hague 21 September 1644, seems to have come to London as a 
flower painter in 1669 and is mentioned as newly arrived in Pepys’ Diary 11 April 1669, 
Although he seems to have painted a certain number of portraits in the i68os - a fairly 
certain example is the extremely odd ‘Marquess of Lothian’ in the Scottish National 
Portrait Gallery - he was already showing signs of insanity by 1691 and spent his latter 
years painting enormous roses and other aberrations proper to a flower painter. He died 
in 1710. Harman’s son Cornelius (1667-1728/9) seems to have been a flower painter and 
nothing of his work is known. Harman’s daughter Maria (1680-1744), known as ‘Mrs 
Vcrelst’, specialized in small oil miniatures, of which examples arc to be seen at Wclbeck 
and Penshurst, and also painted rather pedestrian portraits on the scale of life, of which 
several examples arc at Mellerstain, dated 1725. The next generation is represented by 
what arc probably two sons of Cornelius Verelst: John, who is probably ‘Mr Vcrelst, a 
noted Face Painter’, whose death is recorded in the Gentleman s Magazine under 7 March 
1734, and by whom I have seen signed and dated works ranging from 1706 to 1734; and 
William, whose painting career begins just after John’s death, in 1735, and who seems 
to liavc died c. 1755/6. William’s work will have to be considered in passing under the 
painters of Conversation Pieces, but John has a smooth, unflattering style, making his 
figures look a little as if made of rubber, which makes him easy to recognize. 

The Swedish Portrait Painters - Dahl and Hysing 

Kneller’s only serious rival in public patronage was the Swedish painter, Michael Dahl. 
Born in Stockholm on 29 November, probably in 1659, he learned the essentials of the 
international Baroque portrait style under Ehrcnstrahl. He left Sweden for further study 
abroad in July 1682 and came first to London, where he seems at once to have entered 
into Kneller’s orbit, and may even have assisted him. In 1685 Dahl and Henry Til son, 
who has already been mentioned, travelled through Paris to Italy, where they remained 
for three years, visiting Venice and Naples, but mainly settled in Rome, where Dahl 
painted ‘Queen Christina of Sweden* 1687 (Grimsthorpe Castle). They left Rome in 
November 1688 and came via Frankfurt back to London (March 1688/9), where Dahl 
finally decided to settle. He formed close friendships with the Swedish diplomatic per¬ 
sonnel in London and seems to have been successful from the start in securing sufficient 
patronage. About 1696 he succeeded Closterman in the good graces of the Duke of 
Somerset and did a good deal of work at Petworth from that date until 1720. His Pet- 
worth Beauties of the later 1690s compare very favourably with Kneller s Hampton 
Court Beauties and may well have been planned in conscious rivalry. There is a softer, 
gentler, more feminine character about them than about Kneller s, and Dahl s colour at 
this date has a corresponding softness and tenderness. About the same date he was first 
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patronized by Prince George of Denmark and Princess Anne, and, after the accession of 
Queen Anne in 1702, he painted a number of the presentation royal portraits. His 
Admirals at Greenwich, painted c, 1702/8 in a series to which Kneller also contributed, 
arc the best index of his powers and of the difference in his outlook from Kneller’s. ‘Sir 
Cloudesley ShovelF (Plate 86b) and ‘Sir James Wishart’ are perhaps the best examples, 
and there is a genial and friendly quality about the interpretation which is distinct from 
Kncller’s straining after more heroic or more forceful characterization. There is never 
any of Kneller’s bravado and vulgarity about Dahl, nor was there in his private char¬ 
acter, but it becomes increasingly difficult after about 1715 to distinguish between an 
ordinary Kneller and an ordinary Dahl. After Queen Anne’s death in 1714 Dahl’s 
patronage from the Court ceased, but this did not bring any corresponding loss of 
patrons among the nobility and gentry, the Law, and the Church. For the ten years after 
Kneller’s death he was probably the most busily employed portraitist, but old age made 
him give up painting about 1740 and he died 20 October 1743, having outlived the 
fashion of the style to which he had kept. A ‘Holy Family* at Stockholm, although 
certainly made up of portraits, is the only example, and a pretty one, of his style outside 
straight portraiture which is known to survive. 

Except for changes in the fashion of dress and the fact that plain backgrounds or 
interiors take the place of the Lelyesque rocks and trees, Dahl’s pattern and style carry 
on the tradition of the late seventeenth century right up to the time when the young 
Reynolds began to learn the craft of painting. His gentle style suited old-fashioned and 
conservative persons, and his one pupil of any importance, Hans Hysing, carried the 
style on for another decade. Hysing (Huyssing) also was born in Stockholm, where he 
was apprenticed to a goldsmith for three years from 1691, but he later took to painting 
and came to England in 1700, where he lived with Dahl until about 1725, although he 
was practising on his own long before that date. In the Earl of Ducie sale 17 June 1949 
were eight whole-length portraits, all by the same hand, one of which was signed and 
dated by Hysing 1721. The postures arc perhaps a little more awkward than Dahl’s and 
Hysing never attains the faint quality of personal charm beneath the formal and con¬ 
ventional presentation which is to be found in Dahl’s best work, but otherwise he is a 
faithful disciple. He died in London 1753. 

The Generation after Kneller 

This period is the most drab in the history of British painting. The one lively personality 
that it includes is Thornhill, who was predominantly a decorative painter and the suc¬ 
cessor to Verrio and Laguerre, as well as being the father-in-law of Hogarth. In por¬ 
traiture the leaders were Richardson and jervas, but neither of them deserves to give his 
name to the age in the same way that Lely or Kneller have done. Horace Walpole, speaking 
from a consciousness of the defect of the later (and, to our minds, greater) age which 
succeeded it, makes a penetrating statement to account sympathetically for the barren 
prosiness of Richardson’s style. ‘The good sense of the nation’ he says ‘is characterized 
in his portraits. You see, he lived in an age when neither enthusiasm nor servility were 
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predominant/ This hits unkindly the defects of the quaUtics of the great age of British 
painting, but it finely describes the backgroimd of those painters who belonged to a 
younger generation than Kneller and were active at the time of his death in 1723. Vertuc 
(m, 12) gives a convenient list of‘Living painters of Note in London’ in 1723. A few of 
the older, such as Dahl, Vandervaart, and Parmentier, have already been mentioned in 
the previous chapter. It is the older members of the group, who flourished before the 
explosion of Hogarth in about 1730, who must be dealt with now. 

Riley*s Pupils: Richardson, Murray, etc. 

It is a curious fact that Riley, perhaps the least prominent of the successful painters of the 
generation after Lely, but the only one of them who was bom an Englishman, should 
have been the lineal father of the strongest tradition in eighteenth-century British paint¬ 
ing. He was the teacher of Richardson, who, in turn, was the teacher of Hudson and 
Knapton, and Hudson was the first master of Reynolds. From Kneller only Jervas came 
forth, though the younger painters of this period learned much of their craft from the 
academy which both Kneller and Richardson were instrumental in founding in 1711, 
and from its successors. 

Jonathan Richardson (1665-1745) was the oldest of this new generation. He came to 
independent practice rather late, having first been apprenticed to a scrivener, and he 
worked with Riley as his pupil for the last four years of Riley’s hfe, about 1688 to 1691. 
It was in Riley’s studio, by his own account, that he first happened upon the works of 
Milton, and the most interesting thing about Richardson is, in some ways, that he had 
a bent for learning and for the theory of the arts, and his published writings (dating 
from 1715 onwards) had a much more vivifying influence than his painting. These writ¬ 
ings fired the young Reynolds to be something more than an ‘ordinary’ painter. From 
them we get the clue to understanding what Richardson was driving at, and to what 
Vertue means when he says Richardson ‘studies a great manner’ and describes his style as 
‘more sedate’ than that of his contemporaries. 

Richardson must have been in considerable practice before 1700, but the only portrait 
I can point to as in all probabihty his and from this time is the ‘Lady Catherine Herbert 
and her brother Robert’ at Wilton of c. 1698/1700. In this the prevailing style is that of 
Riley, but Kneller also counts for something. In later works - except for a few self- 
portraits, in which he shows a greater livehness - the likeness to Kneller evaporates, and 
a more solemn and mask-like piece of prose results. Signed examples are uncommon, 
attributions frequently wild, and not many of the engraved portraits can at present be 
identified. But Walpole’s judgement that ‘he drew nothing well beyond the head’ is 
unjustified. He was certainly at his best in men's portraits, and certain examples of his 
mature style which are more or less accessible are: ‘Lord Chancellor Cowper’ c. i7io(?) 
at Firle Place (Plate 89); the ‘ist Marquess of Rockingham’ 1711 (St John’s College, 
Cambridge); ‘Robert, Earl of Oxford’ 1712 (Christ Church, Oxford); ‘Matthew Prior’ 
1718 (Welbeck); ‘Lord Carmichael’ 1726 (Scottish National Portrait Gallery); ‘Sir 
Hans Sloane’ 1730 (Bodleian); ‘Richard Hale’ (d. 1728), of whose portrait there is a 
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replica by Richardson himself of 1733 in the Royal College of Physicians, London; 
‘Frederick, Prince of Wales’ 1736 (Warwick); ‘George Vertue* (Plate 5 )Ob) 1738 
(National Portrait Gallery). This last is as good a piece of solid and incisive prose as one 
could wish for, witli a plain, British directness such as Kncllcr lacks: and ‘ Sir Hans Sloane 
Richardson’s noblest experiment in the grand manner, is a handsome and entirely indi¬ 
vidual work. We are on less certain groimds in estimating Richardson’s female portraits. 
There is a signed and dated full-length of the ‘Duchess of Roxburghe’ 1716 at Floors 
Castle, and there are busts of 1720 and 1722 at Mellerstain, which have a weight and 
manner quite unlike the work ofjervas. Finest of all is the full-length ‘ Lady Mary Wortley 
Montagu’ at Sandon. 

Richardson’s prices in 1718/19 were 10 guineas for a head and 20 for a half-length 
(double Dahl’s prices), and he had raised his scale by 1730 to 20, 40, and 70 guineas. In 
December 1740 he publicly announced that he had given over business, but he continued 
his literary studies, latterly in collaboration with his son Jonathan Richardson the younger 
(1694-1771), who also did a little painting, but who specialized in the new study of 
‘connoisseurship’. In addition to his literary bent, Richardson possessed the classic collec¬ 
tion of Old Master drawings, worthy to rival, in its separate way, with Lely’s collection 
of paintings and drawings of the century before. 

The career of Riley’s other pupil of some consequence, Thomas Murray, who was 
reputedly of Scots extraction, is almost the exact opposite to Richardson’s, whose elder 
he was by two years. He was born in 1663 and apparently had some training under the 
last of the de Critzes before entering Riley’s studio. He was in independent practice at 
the age of nineteen, when he did full-lengths, now at Welbeck, of the Duke and Duchess 
of Albemarle. But this lofty patronage was followed by humbler work and he is found 
in 1695 1697 doing posthumous Hkenesses of benefactors for Oxford CoDeges 

(Queen’s College and St John’s), and, in 1697, also doing replicas of Kneller’s royal 
portraits for the Merchant Taylors’ Hall. Unlike Richardson the best of his known work 
seems to have been done before 1700, and in a style very close to Riley’s. A signed ‘Mrs 
Vernon’ of 1692 was in the Ratcliflfe sale 28 July 1938 (20) and is one of his few identified 
women’s portraits, for, hke his master and like Richardson, he does not seem to have 
excelled with ladies. One of his most attractive works is the young ‘Sir Edward Smyth’, 
signed and dated 1699 (formerly Sir Algernon Tudor-Craig), and the likeness to Closter- 
man may perhaps be accounted for by what Vertue tells us of his using other hands to 
paint his draperies, landscapes, etc. After 1700 he pursued a prosperous business among 
the clergy and the professions and in academic circles, maintaining an even level of 
dullness in most of his portraits but with rare and happy exceptions. Several examples 
are at Queen’s College, Oxford, and there is a ‘Sir Isaac Newton’ of 1718 at Trinity, 
Cambridge, which is a Uttle above his average. By astute parsimony he had accumulated 
a fortune reputed at ^^40,000 at the time of his death on i June 1735, so that his practice 
must have been large although his portraits are rather infrequently to be found to-day, 
at any rate with his name attached to them. 

Lesser members of Riley’s school, whom it will be sufficient to mention, were: 
Anthony Russell (c. 1663-1743), one of Vertue’s most assiduous informants, but none of 
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whose works have been traced — unless a monogrammed Bishop Burnet of 1691 in the 
Scottish National Portrait Gallery be his; and Edward Gouge, who died of hard drinking 
28 August 1735- Portraits by Gouge of‘Sir Roger and Lady Hudson’ were in Miss 
Oswald Smith’s sale 13 February 1948 (2) and were of sufficient individuality to make 
attributions to him of other nameless portraits possible. He also painted a ^Polyphemus’ 
and some copies after Guido and Cignani for Lord Egmont.**» 

Charles Jervas 

The name of Jervas (pronoimced, and often spelled, Jarvis) would have been more wholly 
forgotten than it is, if this astute painter, who married money, had not cultivated by his 
hospitality the society of men of letters. But as it crops up frequently in the correspond¬ 
ence (and even in the poetry) of Swift and Pope, and as theTatler (4 April 1709) refers 
to ‘the last great Painter Italy has sent us, Mr Jervase’, and as Jervas painted many of the 
portraits of his literary friends, he is still fitfully remembered. He was born in Ireland, 
traditionally about 1675. For a year (probably 1694/5) he studied in London with Kneller 
and made copies of the Raphael cartoons at Hampton Court, which he sold to Dr 
George Clarke of All Souls, who financed his travel to Italy. Although recorded in 
Dublin in 1698, he was in Paris in 1699, where he drew a head of ‘Prior’ in crayons, 
which is now at Welbeck, and he had finally settled in Rome (presumably after travel¬ 
ling in North Italy) by the beginning of 1703.*^ He was back in London by the beginning 
of 1709 and seems to have become famous overnight. Except for a few visits to Dublin 
and a collecting visit to Italy in 1738/9, he remained in London until his death on 2 
November 1739. 

While we know Richardson best from his men’s portraits, we know Jervas best from 
those of ladies. His patrons were at once in the highest ranks of society as well as in the 
literary world, and we know that, as early as November 1711, he was painting the Duke 
of Marlborough’s daughters and Lord and Lady Strafford,^* His women all look astonish¬ 
ingly aUke and resemble a robin or one of the birds of the finch tribe. They languish 
rather more than Kneller’s female sitters and often affect one hand up to their heads, and 
certain favourite poses (a ‘shepherdess’, etc.) are repeated. At his best Jervas has a pleasant 
soft and flowing quality to his silks and satins, which is rare in this age, and which he no 
doubt learned from the Van Dycks and Titians that he assiduously copied. He was 
appointed Principal Painter to the King 25 October 1723, in succession to Kneller, an 
impulsive act of George I, partly from pique at Dahl’s refusal to paint a royal baby.^’ 
George II continued him in this office, but although his royal portraits did not please, he 
was much patronized at the end of his life by Sir Robert Walpole. A good and sufficient 
example of his work is the ‘Jonatlian Swift’ (Plate 91B) at the National Portrait Gallery. 

Just as Richardson was a dull painter for all his learning, Jervas was a dull painter for 
all his serious study of the Old Masters. In his sale (ii ff. March 1739/40) were life-size 
copies by himself after many of the most famous English Van Dycks, as well as of many 
of the most famous Italian pictures. Yet the light of the Italian genius, which was to 
transform the style of the generation of Reynolds and Wilson, seems to have shone in 

lOI 



THE AGE OF KNELLER AND ENGLISH BAROQUE 

vain on ICncllcr and Jcrvas, perhaps because they approached the great works of the past 
with imperfect humility. 

Painting in Scotland 

Knellcr’s equivalent in Scotland was undoubtedly John Baptist Medina, who was knighted 
by the Lord High Commissioner in Scotland in 1706. He was of a Spanish family, 
bom in Brussels about 1659 and trained there under Du Chatel, and he came to London 
in 1686 as a painter of history, landscape, and portraits, but only his portraits are known. 
He seems to have specialized in Scottish sitters and a portrait of ‘George, Earl of 
Melville*, signed on the back and giving Drury Lane as his address, is in the Scottish 
National Portrait Gallery. It differs in style from Kneller only in its less firm drawing and 
in the preference, which Medina always showed, for arrangements in dark rose and blue. 
About 1688/9 Medina settled in Edinburgh and did a thriving business in portraits for 
the rest of his hfe. His charges were ^5 a head and a half-length, and his works 
can be seen in abundance in most older Scottish collections. An accessible group of 
about thirty oval portraits, including a ‘Selfportrait* 1708 (Plate 90A), which is perhaps 
Medina’s masterpiece, is in the Surgeons* Hall at Edinburgh. These are Medina*s more 
modest equivalents to Kncller*s Kit Cat series. He died 5 October 1710 and his practice 
was carried on by his son, who was using his father’s postures and costumes far into the 
eighteenth century. Medina was also the teacher of William Aikman, the most dis¬ 
tinguished Scottish portraitist of the next generation. 

If Medina corresponds to Kneller, Aikman may fairly be held to be the equivalent in 
Scotland of both Richardson (for his men’s portraits) and Jcrvas for his women’s por¬ 
traits. Son of the laird of Cairney, where he was born 24 October 1682, he must have 
had some powerful bent towards painting, for he sold the family estate to travel abroad 
and improve his art. Examples can be seen at Penicuik House of his portraits of about 
1707, when he had studied under Medina only, and of soon after his return to Edinburgh 
in 1712, after several years in Rome and a visit to Constantinople. There is a gain in 
assurance but no evidence, in the later work, of anything which only Italy could give 
him. As with most of the painters of this period, his ‘Selfportraits’ are the best, of which 
there is a good example at Edinburgh (Plate 91A). He painted assiduously in Scotland 
from 1712 until about the date of Knellcr’s death in 1723, when he migrated to London 
in search of wider fields. In London he moved in the same literary circles as Jcrvas, and 
had a fair practice among the Scots in London, but ill-health soon set in and he died 
7 June 1731. With Richardson he counts as the best portraitist of the generation which 
followed Kncller’s death, but his masks arc Scottish masks and Richardson’s are Enghsh, 
and that is the only difference between them. 

The first painter of Scottish origin to have begun to break away from this deadening 
tradition in the direction of Hogarth is Jeremiah Davison (c. i705?-45). He seems to have 
got his training in London and was given faciUties for copying from the royal collection. 
His main practice was in London, but he made a profitable visit to Scotland under the 
patronage of the Duke of AthoU. His work is still too little explored to define the limits 
of his gifts, which were considerable. 
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CHAPTER 9 

MARINE PAINTING : LANDSCAPE : OTHER GENRES 
Naval Painting - the van de Veldes 

The first serious infiltration of the great Dutch school of painting which had grown up 
throughout the seventeenth century occurred in a severely practical way. Willem van dc 
Velde the Elder, who was bom at Leyden in i6ii, had been employed since the time 
of the first Anglo-Dutch war in 1652 as the official Dutch war artist for the various sea- 
fights which took place between the Dutch and English navies. He accompanied the 
Dutch navy into battle and made countless drawings on the spot, and he elaborated a 
new technique for more permanent painted records, which would not lose the spon¬ 
taneity of the drawings. This was to draw in black paint (in emulation of Indian ink) on 
a prepared vellum-coloured ground, and these large grisailles arc the main feature of his 
art. He also painted shipping pieces in oil (of which there are examples at Greenwich), 
but he was essentially an official war artist and historical precision of delineation is the 
prime element in his paintings. For this reason, one must suppose, his powers were 
desired in the service of the British navy, and in 1673, in the middle of the third Anglo- 
Dutch war, upon what inducement wc do not know, he simply changed sides and 
settled in England with his son, Willem van dc Velde the Younger. In 1674 father and 
son were given official appointments under the English Crown to take and make 
‘draughts of seafights*, and they were provided with a studio in The Queen’s House at 
Greenwich. The elder van de Velde never stepped out of this role as the recording artist 
for the navy until his death in London in 1693, but the son added many of the more 
peaceful graces of art to his official gifts and became the ancestor of a school of sea¬ 
painting in England. 

Willem van dc Velde the Younger, who was bom at Leyden in 1633, no doubt 
learned the rudiments of art and the drawing of ships from his father, but he was also a 
pupil of Simon de Vlieger, an artist for whom the moods of the sea were as interesting 
as the details of the ships upon it, and who had more of a landsman’s sense of the 
picturesque than old van de Velde. The younger Willem continued his pictures of naval 
battles and portraits of single vessels, but he also painted sea pieces, usually on a smaller 
scale, for the mere pleasure of the marine subject. He remains the uncontested master of 
tranquil marine painting, with a lovely sense of pearly tone, and the tradition which he 
established in England was continued unaltered in essentials, in the work of Monamy, 
Scott, Brooking, and many lesser names, until Turner, at the end of the eighteenth 
century, troubled the waters by the intrusion of romantic heroics. He died at Greenwich 
6 April 1707 and can be admirably seen at the National Maritime Museum, but the 
formation of his style belongs to the history of Dutch rather than of English painting. 
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The English Imitators of van de Velde 

Direct pupils of van dc Velde are not known in England, but his first important imitator, 
Peter Monamy, born in Jersey probably about 1690 (the usual date of c. 1670 seems 
much too early) is called, in the Latin inscription on the engraving made from his 
portrait in 1731, ‘Painter of Ships and Marine Prospects, second only to Van de Velde*. 
He too can be well studied at the National Maritime Museum and he had caught the 
tone of his exemplar’s style very well. But his knowledge of the sea was much less than 
his knowledge of ships and there is a faint air of calico about much of his water. His 
seafights, also, were, in the main, reconstructed arrangements of earlier battles, done to 
order, and even his later scenes of contemporary naval actions (from about 1739 onwards) 
were probably not done from study at the time. His smaller pictures were made for 
dealers and, at the time of his death, i February 1748/9, he does not seem to have been 
in a good way of business. A lesser echo of Monamy is Robert Woodcock (c. 1691- 
1728), a musician of ability who took to painting copies of van de Velde in 1723, but 
committed suicide in 1728. 

The painter, however, who earned, and not inappropriately, the title of ‘the English 
Vandevelde’ was Samuel Scott (i702?-72), who will be discussed at greater length as a 
painter of London views. Although he is recorded as only having once been to sea, his 
first phase as a painter is wholly in the van de Velde tradition, studies of men-o’-war and 
sailing vessels in a calm, rather loosely strung together into a pattern which shows that 
he had not at first mastered van de Velde’s sense of design. His earliest known picture,* 
which is of this kind, is dated 1729, and another, dated 1732, is at Parham Park. In 1732, 
he also collaborated with George Lambert in painting views of the East Indies Settle¬ 
ments (in what was until recently the India Office), and joined Hogarth and others on 
a jovial trip, to whose illustration he contributed a marine view. But his best work of 
this class was commissioned by the Earl of Sandwich and Lord Anson to record the naval 
actions of 1745. In ‘The Engagement between “The Lion” and “The Elizabeth*’, 1745* 
(Hinchingbrooke; Plate 95 A - the Marquess of Bute has a closely similar picture painted 
for Lord Anson), which Horace Walpole called ‘the best picture Scott ever painted*;^ 
and ‘The engagement between the Blast Sloop and two Spanish Privateers, 1745* (late 
Sir Sidney Herbert - signed and dated 1747), Scott shows a mastery of tone and a rather 
dramatic sense of pattern, which differentiates him from van de Velde and reveals him 
as a master in his own right. After Canaletto’s arrival in London in 1746 Scott seems to 
have turned, almost for good, to views of London or reaches of the river, which were 
presumably more popular and more lucrative. 

The last of the marine painters of this generation, and the one with most active ex¬ 
perience of the sea, was Charles Brooking, by whom there are several signed examples 
at Greenwich. His career was cut short by death, under the age of forty, in 1759, soon 
after the Treasurer of the Foundling Hospital had discovered his work in a dealer’s shop 
and promised him some patronage. There is a poetry of tone and a sense of fresh breeze 
about his few surviving works, which show that he had the promise of becoming the 
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best sea-painter of the century. The success, which might have been his, went to a 
Gascon, Dominic Serres (1722-93), who became a foundation R.A. and received most 
of the commissions for sea pieces. 

The Landscape Tradition from IVyck to Lambert 

The Dutch father of the first English landscape tradition may probably be found in Jan 
Wyck. His father, Thomas Wyck [c. 1616-77), was a specialist in pictures of alchymists, 
oriental harbours, and such exotics, who had visited England in the i66os and painted 
some London views, but his main work was done in Holland, where Jan was born, 
presumably at Haarlem, 29 October 1652, according to the inscription on Faber’s mezzo¬ 
tint of his portrait by Kneller. Jan spent most of his working life in England and was 
famous for his battle pieces (especially for pictures of the ‘Battle of the Boyne’) and 
for subjects with broad panoramas, in which horsemen and (sometimes) portraits 
were combined. He seems also occasionally to have painted sporting groups, and it 
was during the later 1690s that he was the teacher of John Wootton, the first artist 
who was to popularize the sporting picture in Britain with something like the same 
level of distinction and success as the portrait painter. Jan Wyck died at Mortlake 
26 October 1700.3 

A painter who worked at times in collaboration with both Wyck and van de Velde 
was Gerard Edema (1652-c. 1700), a versatile painter of picturesque landscapes. He had 
been a pupil of van Everdingen, the first artist to introduce Scandinavian scenery into 
Dutch painting, and he himself travelled as far afield as Norway, Newfoundland, and 
Surinam, but he was based on London from about 1670 and he died at Richmond in 
Surrey. His work is lively and decorative, with a tendency towards the bizarre and the 
‘picturesque’, of whicli he was one of the earliest exponents in England. It can be seen 
on a vast scale at Chatsworth and in a number of little pictures at Althorp. Lesser 
Dutchmen who settled in London in the 1670s were Adam Colonia (1634-85), who 
painted the figures, and Adriaen van Diest (1655/6-1704), who painted the landscapes, 
in works of collaboration. Van Diest is also known as a minor portraitist and genre 
painter, but he had a name chiefly for the decorative landscapes which were part of the 
house furnishing of the time. 

Apart from these more or less imaginative artists, a certain amount of landscape paint¬ 
ing was being done at the close of the seventeenth century by the professional topo¬ 
graphers. Leonard KnyflT (1650-1721) was a masterly topographical draughtsman of 
bird’s-eye views of gentlemen’s parks, and John Stevens, who died 6 October 1722, 
worked at times in the same vein in painting. In addition to small decorative landscapes 
done for dealers, he painted a series of vast views of Hampton Court, Herefordshire, 
which were in the sale at the house in 1925. One of these is now in the possession of 
Viscount Hereford.^ 

The elder Jan GrifHer (c. 1645-1718), a Dutchman who came to London about 
the time of the Great Fire (1666), but spent the years of the turn of the century in 
Holland and Germany, painted a number of topographical landscapes in a style based on 
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Sibcrechts, but his chief work was in imitation of earlier painters, and his importance 
lies in the fact that he was the father of two painters who were among the first decent 
topographical artists, with a bent for real landscape, that worked in England. The two 
younger Griffiers have not been fully disentangled. Their names were Robert, allegedly 
bom in England 7 October 1688, who died about 1750, and Jan II, who was working in 
England in the 1730s and 1740s. A ‘Regatta on the Thames’ (Plate 92) in the collection 
of the Duke of Buccleuch is clearly signed R. Griffier and dated 1748, and suggests that 
the artist had not neglected to look at Canaletto (who visited London in 174^). and 
prospects of Windsor and London signed Jn. Griffier are at Milton Park, while views of 
Billingbcar and Audley End, dated 1738 and 174(2?), also signed by Jan Griffier, are at 
Audley End. All these are enlivened by little figures, but the basic style is topographical 
and not that of Gaspard Poussin or stage designing, which was the alternative landscape 
tradition which obtained in England in the first half of the eighteenth century. Lesser 
exponents of the same style can be unearthed from the pages of Colonel Grant. 

The rival landscape style, a more artificial one, can be best seen in the work of John 
Wootton, whose repute as a sporting painter has thrown into the shade his considerable 
contribution to the landscape tradition. It has been suggested that he was the John 
Wootton who was baptized at Snitterficld (Warwick) 16 September 1683, but he was 
probably bom rather earlier, if we may believe the evidence of a drawing of 1694, in 
which he contributed figures to a landscape by Siberechts. In the later 1690s he was a 
pupil of Jan Wyck, w’ith whom he collaborated in one or two battle pieces, and at a 
much later date, presumably the early 1720s, the tliird Duke of Beaufort (to whose great- 
aunt he had been page)^ paid for him to travel to Rome. It was presumably in Rome 
that he fell under the spell of Gaspard Poussin and Claude, the two classic masters whose 
work was to become so highly appreciated by British collectors in the middle of the 
century, and, on his return in the 1720s, Wootton introduced Gaspardesque landscapes 
into the British tradition. There are good examples of such pure landscapes at Temple 
Newsam, but he not infrequently introduced a classic backdrop into his sporting 
pictures, which form the major part of his work. 

Wootton will be treated more at length under Sporting Painters, but his landscape 
experiments are important because he became the teacher of George Lambert, and 
because the Gaspardesque style wliich he introduced was at the bottom of one aspect of 
Gainsborough’s poetic landscape style. Direct imitations of Gaspard did not lose their 
popularity until the birth of the great naturalist school of British landscape painting at 
the close of the century, and the predominance of the Gaspardesque idea was one of the 
most powerful obsessions with which the naturalist school had to contend. 

George Lambert, who was born in Kent in 1700 and died in 1765, has been rightly 
claimed by Mr Collins Baker as the painter best qualified to be called ‘the father of 
English oil landscape’. As early as 1722 Vertue notes him as a young painter of promise 
who was imitating the style of Gaspard Poussin and Wootton. He was still producing 
very handsome ‘variations on a theme of Gaspard* in the later 1740s, but it is not for 
such works that he most deserves to be esteemed. In 1727 his portrait by Vanderbank 
was done in mezzotint by Faber (no doubt partly as an advertisement) with the inscrip- 
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tion Chorographiae Pictor , which is presumably meant to mean that he took portraits 
of actual scenes, and in 1732 he collaborated with Scott in the pictures of the East Indies 
Settlements (India Office). 

It is about the middle of the 1730s, however, that we first begin to learn liis true form 
in a set of pictures of ‘Westcombe House, Blackheath’ (Plate 96), which are now at 
W^ilton. Tradition relates (and there is no reason to doubt it) that the figures in these are 
by Hogarth, and the shipping, in one of them, by Scott. We thus find Lambert ranged 
from the start with the progressive party, and the pictures are the first portraits of a 
Country House, which are not of purely topograpliical interest but show an eye for 
picturesque arrangements and involve an awareness of the idea of landscape gardening ~ 
of which William Kent was the first great master - which had such a hold over British 
taste in the eighteenth century. In a sense, the greatest English landscapes of the century 
are not the works of Lambert or Wilson or Gainsborough, but the gardens of Rousham 
(as they once were) and of Stourhead (as they arc to-day). British landscape painting 
before the romantic period is founded on the same artificial principles as British land¬ 
scape gardening, and it is significant that Lambert, about the time he painted the views 
of Westcombe House, became the chief scenery painter at Covent Garden, and the kind 
of picturesque artifice which was appropriate for the stage is also at the bottom of 
Lambert’s views of gentlemen’s scats. Three views of‘Chiswick Villa’ (Duke of Devon¬ 
shire) are dated 1742, with figures - as always with Lambert - by another hand. In 
these the stage convention and artificial nature are married to perfection, and the same 
spirit, with a vaster stage and a greater command of atmosphere, is found in the two 
‘Views of Copped Hall’^ of 1756, which reveal in their skies a kinship with Richard 
Wilson. Lambert also painted the simple English rural scene, but in studied arrange¬ 
ments, which suggest a little the backdrop for the stage. These were perhaps a little 
more ‘stock designs’ than has been supposed, for the most famous of them, the big 
landscape dated 1757 at Foundling Hospital - which he presumably presented to that 
institution as one of his best works - is a repetition of a small picture of 1753-^ Lam¬ 
bert was the first native painter to apply the rules of art to the English rural scene, and, in 
this sense, Wilson followed him. 

Canaletto and Samuel Scott 

In the early 1740s the War of the Austrian Succession considerably interrupted the 
steady stream of British Milords and gentlemen who travelled round Europe and spent 
a good deal of money on the arts. British painters at home began to launch out in the 
1740S into other forms of art than portraiture, hoping to catch some of the money which 
had been going to foreign painters, and, as the obverse to this situation, Antonio 
Canaletto (1697-1768), who had relied very largely on the British visitor to buy his 
steady output of views of Venice, decided in 1746 to visit England himself. It was 
clearly a case of the Mountain coming to Mahomet, and it is sufficient to remark that 
there is hardly a single Canaletto painting of any importance in any of the public collec¬ 
tions of Italy. 
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An introduction was effected at once to the Duke of Richmond, and Canaletto began 
his English period with the two lovely ‘Views of London from Richmond House’ (Plate 
94 b) 1746, which are now at Goodwood. He never painted better pictures in his life. 
The enchantment of Venetian sunshine was still upon him, the weather when he was 
painting them must have been fine, and the two most sparkling views of London that 
have ever been achieved were produced, sprinkled with little figures as alive and full of 
London character as his Venetian figures had been alive with the genius loci. He later 
painted many admirable London prospects, but he never recaptured the same sparkle. 
His contemporaries related that he painted best what was before his eyes, and the grey 
British skies and masses of trees, with both of which he was unfamiliar, must have filled 
his horizon. He found good patrons later in Sir Hugh Smithson (later Duke of North¬ 
umberland), in the Duke of Beaufort, and the Earl of Warwick, for whom he painted 
their country seats. But he was never at home with the English scene, as he was, before 
and after, with Venice. His English views have been fully catalogued by Mrs Finbcrg, 
and all show a high level of even accomplishment.® There are many drawings as well as 
paintings among them, and Canaletto’s method was to build up a repertory of drawings, 
from which he would later elaborate his picture in the studio. Sometimes he seems even 
to have painted views from other people’s drawings (presumably Samuel Scott’s), show¬ 
ing work under construction as it was before his own arrival in London. Except for a 
period of eight months in 1750/1, when he was back in Venice, Canaletto remained 
in England until 1755. When he left, the vogue had been established for London views, 
especially reaches of the Thames, diversified with characteristic figures. The heir to this 
new fashion was Samuel Scott. 

Scott’s beginnings have already been described in the account of the English followers 
of van de Velde, and there is no evidence to hand that he was known as anything but a 
marine painter at the time of Canaletto’s arrival in London in 1746. He does, however, 
appear to have done some topographical studies of London in pen and wash which can 
be dated, on archaeological grounds, as far back as 173 8. It appears to have been Canaletto 
who created the demand for this kind of picture, and Scott veered over to the new 
fashion and was in good practice by 1748. 

Scott learned a good deal from Canaletto, but he was not a base imitator. His true 
quality, more even than with most British painters, has been obscured by the mass of 
feeble copies and imitations which pass under his name. He diversified his views with 
little figures, sometimes gay and amusing ones, but he did not seek to give them 
Canaletto’s almost factitious sparkle. Like Canaletto he kept a repertory of drawings, 
from which he produced painted versions and repetitions, either with alterations only 
in the figures - as in two versions of identical size of ‘The Building of Westminster 
Bridge’ of which that in the Bank of England (formerly Lord Hatherton’s) was being 
painted 1748/9, while that at Herriard Park is signed and dated 1750; or with en¬ 
largements and additions, as in the Bank of England ‘Old London Bridge* 1748/9, whose 
composition was varied and extended in 1749 to fit as an overdoor in Longford Castle. 
He is at his best when he can combine, as Canaletto could not, the view of the London 
waterfront with the marine style of van dc Velde, as in Lord Hambicden’s huge ‘Tower 
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of London’ 1753 (Plate 93). In all these the watery quality of the English atmosphere is 
rendered with a feeling very different from Canaletto’s Venetian brilliance. Scott, in 
fact, for all his amateurishness (when compared with Canaletto), has converted a foreign 
fashion into a native product. At times he even achieves an unexpected grandeur and 
solemnity of design, as in Lady Lucas’s ‘An Arch of Westminster Bridge’ (Plate 953). 
In the 1750s Scott settled at Twickenham, where he painted various prospects, and he 
made a first visit to Bath in search of health in 1760. He finally left the London area in 1765 
and, after a short stay at Ludlow, where he painted some inland views, settled at Bath 
until his death 12 October 1772,^ It is unlikely that he painted much in his later years and 
certainly no change came over his style after the 1750s. 

Amongst imitators it will be sufficient to have mentioned Francis Harding (died before 
1767) who is mentioned by Vertue already in 1745 as an able imitator of Pannini and 
Canaletto, and W. James (exhibiting 1761-71), the sedulous ape of Scott. 


Landscape in Scotland 


The classical landscape tradition penetrated also to Scotland. A family, or firm, of 
decorative painters named Noric, whose dynasty died out only in 1845, practised the 
Gaspardesque mode from the middle of die eighteenth century.*® The founder of the 
family was James Norie the elder, bom at ICnockando (Morayshire) in 1684, who died 
a Town Councillor of Edinburgh 11 June 1757. His son, the younger James (1711-36), 
and a younger son, Robert (who lived to 1766) were joined with him in business, and a 
number of decorative landscapes, presumably by this family, remain in some of the older 
houses in Edinburgh. Documented examples are four upright pictures, signed ‘R. Norie 
1741’, in the Duke of Hamilton’s apartments at Holyrood. These show a blend of Gas- 
pard Poussin and Pannini in style, although one may be intended to represent the ‘Falls 
of the Clyde’. As teachers of Alexander Runciman and Jacob More, in the former 
of whom native Scottish landscape begins, the Nories can be considered die modest 
founders of a tradition. 


Popular Genre and Scenes from Common Life 


HI Mrir 


It was a Dutchman too who first introduced paintings of what one may call popular 
genre into England, a field which was to be richly elaborated by Hogarth. Egbert van 
Heemskerk has been little noticed,” and he did not work for the patrons of high art. 
Bom at Haarlem 1634/5, he can be traced in Holland until the end of the i66os. He was 
trained in the tradition of painting boors and scenes from the tavern, of which Brouwer 
(whose works he copied) was the greatest exponent. Coming to England, probably in 
the 1670s, he developed as his speciality the illustration of scenes from the life of the 
people, in which he ^splays a keener eye for character and the savour of the scene than 
he does skill in execution. His works are realistic and rude rather than caricatures, and 
some of them were doubtless indecent. But Vertue tells us that, about the time that 
Hogarth was beginning to form his genre style, Heemskerk s works were in vogue 
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among waggish Collectors & the Lower Rank of Virtuosi*. They arc, in fact, symptoms 
of the times. Among his more important pieces arc several pictures of‘Quaker Meetings’ 
(Hampton Court; Powys Museum, Welshpool, etc.), and a very lively ‘Election in the 
Guildhall, Oxford’ (Plate 94a), signed and dated 1687, which is now in the Oxford 
Town Hall. This last is not an unworthy precursor of Hogarth’s scenes from common 
life, but it is ingenuously and shrewdly observed and not loaded with Hogarth’s 
satirical counterpoint. Heemskerk died in London in 1704. 

This tradition was carried on, at the same level of low life, by Joseph van Aken, who 
came to England in the second decade of the eighteenth century and died 1749. Although 
best known as the most employed drapery painter of the 1730s and 1740s, he painted a 
number of genre scenes from common life, ranging in date from about 1720 to 1740.*^ 
These are works produced in the studio, in which the same figure, or group of figures, 
reappears in different arrangements, and tliey are of more sociological than artistic 
interest. Peter Angillis (1683/5-1734), who worked in England from 1712 to 1728, 
specialized in genre in which piles of vegetables play a large role, but his scenes do not 
often have a specifically British background, although he is known to have painted 
Covent Garden. His affinities are with Claude Gillot in France. 

Covent Garden is also the subject of several pictures by a painter of Spanish origin 
who married in London in 1729, Balthazar Nebot.'^ His ‘View of Covent Garden’ 1735 
(Woburn Abbey) to some extent combines in anticipation the style of Scott’s London 
views with figures which owe something to Hogarth, but arc wholly lacking in satirical 
overtones. Nebot’s best work deals with the London scene, but, in later life (1754 and 
1762) he is also found painting views of Fountains Abbey. 

Painting of Birds, Still-Life, etc. 

Francis Barlow had no successors in his faithful interpretation of native bird and animal 
life, but a bird and beast painter named Cradock, whom Vertue and Walpole call Luke, 
but the burial registers Marmadukc, was buried at St Mary’s Whitechapel, 24 March 
1717. He had some reputation, and a picture of ‘Poultry and Ducks’ by him is at 
Knowsley. A more tangible foreigner of the same class is the Hungarian, Jakob Bogdany, 
who speciahzed in exotic fowls and did a good deal of work for William III, both in 
England and Holland. There is a large collection of his work at Kew Palace, and he died 
at Finchley in 1724. A Fleming from Antwerp, Pieter Casteels (1684-1749) seems later 
to have had the largest business in bird painting from the time of his coming to England 
in 1708 until he retired from painting to make designs for calico in 1735. He popularized 
the style of Hondecoeter, but without anything of the same kind of Baroque swagger 
in his patterns. His pleasantly composed arrangements of hens, doves, and ducks, some¬ 
times with a peacock to give them an air, are still to be met with fairly frequently, but 
they are an offspring of Dutch art without anything to suggest that they were painted 
in England. 
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PART FOUR 

HOGARTH AND THE PRECURSORS OF 
THE CLASSICAL AGE 


CHAPTER lO 

INTRODUCTORY 

The shadow of Kiiellcr hung over painting in Britain during the long years of Whig 
Government with a persistency which rivalled that of the political predominance of Sir 
Robert Walpole. It was not that there was no opposition to it, but that that opposition, 
whose focal point was Hogarth, failed to attain the authority to impose itself. The suc¬ 
cessful portrait painters, and their wealthy patrons, seem to have subscribed to Walpole’s 
motto: Tranquilla non movere. It seems, therefore, at a first reading, as if the young 
Reynolds, when he settled in London in 1753 after returning from Italy, took the town 
by storm with an entirely novel style, and soon imposed his own predominance on the 
tomb of Kneller’s reputation. Reynolds’s biographers have encouraged this view and 
Northcote tells the amusing story* of John Ellis, the last survivor of Kneller’s pupils, 
coming to see Reynolds’s portrait of‘Marchi’, and saying ‘Ah! Reynolds, this will never 
answer! Why, you don’t paint in the least degree in the manner of Kneiler’; and finally, 
unable to give any good reasons for his objection, crying out in a great rage ‘Shakespeare 
in poetry, and Kneiler in painting, damme 1 ’ and immediately running from the room. 
But a closer examination of the tangled and little studied skein of painting from about 
1729 to 1749 shows that Reynolds was not so remarkable an innovator as he has seemed. 
Rather, he was fortunate in coming to maturity in the opposition school, when the major 
battles had already been won, and when society was ripe for a change. A genial address 
and great pliability of disposition, gifts which had been denied to Hogarth, helped him 
to win and to hold his new predominance. It is the story of what happened to painting 
in the reign of George II which made this possible, that must be related here. 

We can follow in much closer detail than heretofore what was happening in the art 
world of London from the Notebooks of George Vertue, which begin just about the 
time of the death of Kneiler and end just before Reynolds is ready to step onto the scene. 
Amid the welter of minute facts, Vertue occasionally pauses to reflect, and he notes in 
1732 that ‘Art flourishes more in London now than probably it has done 50 or 60 years 
before’. In 1737, after speaking with approval of the style of Teniers, Watteau, ‘and some 
of those Flemish Masters of the Scholars of Rubens’, he adds, ‘and indeed some painters 
lately here, have studied that pencilling, touching manner, with great Success and 
freedom of composition which is likely to carry a nierrit with it of a lasting duration’. 
In December 1738 he remarks that ‘whatever advances the Art of painting has made in 
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England since I have taken notice of it - is neither getting nor looseing. That is, instead 
of Sir Godfrey Kneller, who then stood paramount, now we have several painters who 
draw and colour masterly/ 

Such observations made at the time are very precious, but Vertue was an accumulator 
of the raw facts of history, and in no sense a historian. He never puts down observations, 
probably he never reflected, upon the larger issues which lay behind the changes which 
were taking place. One of the most considerable of these was that the British genius, 
after one of its phases of inspissated insularity, was going through one of its periodical 
spells of catching up with the European tradition - absorbing, while aflfecting to despise, 
it. When Fielding,^ in his introduction to Tom Jones (1749) describes his general bill of 
fare as human nature which he will at times ‘hash and ragoo... witli all the high French 
and Italian seasoning of aflcctation’, he might be describing, with a dash of mockery 
which was already becoming old-fashioned, the spirit in which Reynolds set out for 
Italy in the very year the words were written. Hogarth’s attitude is exactly like Field¬ 
ing’s: he devoured, with Gargantuan voracity, anything which France and Italy had to 
offer (usually through the medium of prints) but insisted that the foreign executant 
should be despised and only the British painter patronized. At the height of Van Loo’s 
popularity in London, in 1741, Hogarth, doubtless in exasperation, signed his ‘Portrait 
of a Man’ at Dulwich ‘W. Hogarth Anglus pinxt’. 

It was no new thing for a British painter to journey to Italy. The cliange which occurs 
in the middle of the eighteenth century is a change in what the painters did when they 
got there. Howard had been a pupil of Maratta in the i6^os and had acquired a know¬ 
ledge of I'lWflr, but his portraits show no sign of Italian influence. Jervas showed equally 
little evidence of profiting by his Italian studies; Kent in 1714 was a pupil of Benedetto 
Luti, whose portraits are an inferior parallel to Kneller’s; and the favourite teacher for 
foreigners in Rome in the 1730s was Francesco Imperiali. Young painters would eke out 
their money by copying Old Masters, usually perhaps of the Bolognese school, for 
visiting Milords, and they would absorb some knowledge of Greco-Roman sculpture, 
but perhaps their chief aim would be to form a profitable association with some wealthy 
British visitor, who would patronize them on their return. Certainly there was no 
systematic study of the Great Masters, and in particular of Raphael and Michelangelo, 
who now become the chief objects of study. A new direction to the studies, both of 
patron and painter, was given by the pubheation by the two Richardsons, in 1722, of 
An Account of some ofthe Statues, Bas-reliefs, Drawings and Pictures in Italy, a very creditable 
volume which listed judiciously what was most to be admired and the grounds for such 
admiration. It certainly played a great part in the growth of connoisseurship among 
British collectors, and it was probably as often to be seen in the hands of the young 
British painter in Rome. Most of the leading portraitists of the younger generation 
studied in Italy and their return is duly chronicled by Vertue. Pond came back to Eng¬ 
land in 1727, Knapton in 1732, Slaughter (from Paris and Flanders) about 1733, Giles 
Hussey in 1737, Hoarc in 1738, Ramsay in 1738, Edward Penny in 1743. For the older 
generation the Italian journey was to some extent made up for by the various academies 
which were active in London from the first foundation of that of which Kneller became 
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Governor in I 7 ii> where Italian painters (such as Pellegrini) and those who had studied 
in Italy (such as Cheron) participated. The history of the several academics is not 
altogether clear. Thornhill succeeded Kneller in 1716 as the Governor of the 1711 
Academy, but it is doubtful if it still survived in 1720, when Vanderbank and Cheron 
were instrumental in founding another. This too did not last for many years, and 
Thornhill, in the winter of 1724/5, opened an academy in his own house. Hogarth in¬ 
herited the apparatus of this at Thornhiirs death in 1734 and it was reorganized on 
‘democratic’ lines and survived until the foundation of the Poyal Academy in 1768, 
which took over its paraphernalia. The artist in London was thus much better placed 
than he had ever been in the preceding century. There was, however, now^here for him 
to exhibit his pictures except his own studio. The first attempt to remedy this position 
was made, on the initiative of Hogarth, at the newly established Foundling Hospital, to 
which a number of painters, during the 1740s, presented works of portraiture, history, 
and landscape, which were available to the inspection of inquirin g visitors. The sense of 
a body corporate of artists thus took gradual shape during the reign of George II and 
blossomed out in 1760 into the Society of Artists, and was finally canonized in 1768 by 
the establishment of the Royal Academy. 

The full marriage of the British tradition with the Italian Grand Style was not, how¬ 
ever, fully solemnized until the time of Reynolds. It w'as prepared for by a series of 
flirtations with the French style,which was much better calculated to undermine the 
formality of the Augustan age. Peace with France established at once much closer com¬ 
munication between the two countries and the coming and going of painters and en¬ 
gravers from France was much greater than is usually realized. In 1720 Raoux paid a 
visit to London of some months, and the dying Watteau was also in London during 
1719 and 1720; from May to November 1724 Antoine Pesne paid a visit from Berlin, 
and Mcrcier probably settled in London about 1725. Numerous engravers had been 
settled here for some years: in 1722 Vertue lists Dorigny, Baron, Dubose, Dupuis, and 
Le Blond, and the traffic in prints from France w as considerable. Most important of all 
was Gravclot, who worked in England from 1732 to 1746 and profoundly influenced 
both painters and engravers in the direction of elegance. Probably Hogarth himself, and 
certainly Highmore, show the influence of Gravclot, and Hayrnan and the young 
Gainsborough (in his figures) arc saturated with Grav^elot’s art. 

Although at the level of the Court there was a marked divergence between British 
and French taste, the middle classes of the two countries approximated more and more 
in their likes and dislikes, and the enthusiasm which greeted Samuel Richardson’s Pamela 
(1740) in France initiated the period when the products of British culture, now well 
established at home, began to make themselves known abroad. Diderot was familiar 
with the work of Hogarth and Hogarth probably played a considerable part in the 
formation of la peinttirc morale in France, for which Diderot proclaimed such passionate 
affection. The ‘small conversation’ or ‘conversation piece’ was probably introduced via 
France by Mercier and the French pastoral w^as imitated in England by Nollekens. Even 
the recovery of some popularity for the history subject, for which there was almost no 
demand in 1736,-^ may in part be claimed to be due to the French engravers and the 
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fashion for illustrated editions of standard authors which spread to England from 
France. One of the first of such books was Tonson’s Racine (1723), with plates by Louis 
Cheron. By the begimiing of the 1740s the idea of pictures illustrating literary subjects 
had spread to English painters, and Vanderbank’s small paintings of the ‘Story of Don 
Quixote’ bear dates from 1731 to 1736. Harmer’s edition of Shakespeare with Hay- 
man’s illustrations was published in 1744 and contemporary paintings by Hayman of 
Shakespearean subjects exist. Highmore’s pictures which w^erc made for the illustration 
of Richardson’s Pamela were engraved in 1745 and Hayman was painting at about 
this time the decorations for Vauxhall Gardens, in some of which the invention of 
Gravclot is documented. Hogarth’s ‘novels in paint’ may be mentioned here in this 
context, but belong to a class by themselves. Thus the reign of George If will be seen 
to be the formative period for British history painting which makes such a vast outcrop 
in the later part of the eighteenth century. 

French influence also counts for much in the introduction of a painterly texture, what 
Vertue calls ‘the pencilling, touching, manner’ which is so conspicuous in Hogarth and 
gives life to the portraits of his slightly older contemporaries, Vanderbank, Highmore, 
and Dandridge, although Kneller himself w^as not immune from this virtue. The most 
conspicuous difference between the two schools of portraiture in this transitional period 
is between those who descend from Kneller and the contemporary French tradition, 
who apply their paint in such a way that it is a pleasure to look at, and those, such as 
Hudson, Pond, Knapton, and lesser figures, who descend from the tradition of Riley 
and Richardson and despise the surface graces. It is an irony that the young Reynolds 
should have been apprenticed to Hudson, and the difference between them which led to 
a friendly separation may have been in part due to Reynolds realizing that he was learn¬ 
ing in the wrong school. 

In addition to these influences from abroad certain changes were coming over society 
during these years and the class of patrons for portraiture was expanded to include the 
increasingly prosperous and educated middle classes. For the newly rich there were, and 
always have been, painters who would cater for their affectations, but there was a 
demand also during these years for a genuine and informal style which would reflect, 
not the formal and masklike image of the Augustan period, but the human and informal 
graces of men and women whose hearts were touched by the ‘sensibility’ reflected in 
Richardson’s Pamela, and whose practical good nature found its outlet in works of 
philanthropy such as the establishment of the Foundling Hospital. Hogarth’s ‘Captain 
Coram’ (Plate loi), painted for the Hospital, is the most splendid monument of this 
style and it is reflected in nearly all his portraits, as well as in those of Highmore after 
the early 1730s. Highmore’s ‘Mr Oldham and his Friends’ (Tate Gallery; Plate 107), of 
the T740S, shows the length to which this new informality could reach. It is reflected 
also in Court circles, as the result of that curious animosity which persisted throughout 
the Hanoverian dynasty between the King and his eldest son. Frederick, Prince of Wales 
(1707-51), whose virtues were more apparent in his appreciation of the arts than in other 
walks of life, signalized his opposition to his father by patronizing experiments in 
portraiture as far removed as possible from official formality. Mercicr became his official 
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painter soon after his arrival in England (from Hanover) in 1728, and painted, in 1733, 
the very singular ‘conversation’ of the Prince and his sisters (who were then hardly on 
speaking terms) making music in the gardens at Kew (National Portrait Gallery): and 
the large Du Pan group of 1746 at Windsor of the ‘Princess of Wales and her Children* 
(Plate III) is the first deliberately domestic royal portrait painted in England. During 
the reign of George II the domestic virtues gradually triumphed until they were 
canonized by the example of the Court under George III. The nature of the accompany¬ 
ing change in portraiture can be most clearly seen when we reflect that a Lely or a 
Knellcr Duchess is usually represented as plucking a blossom of syringa or slapping her 
knee with a rope of pearls, while Reynolds frequently represents sitters of the same 
quality engaged in embroidery or the making of lace. 

A brief chronological survey of the main changes in fashion, as they are reflected in 
Vertue’s notes, combined with what seem to-day the most important painting achieve¬ 
ments of the time, will properly precede an account of Hogarth and his contemporaries. 
Just before Knellcr’s death, in 1723, and at the outset of his notes on living artists, Vertuc 
gives a list of the painters then in the pubhc eye. Nearly all the portraitists have already 
becji mentioned in the earlier chapters and the only new names are: Thomas Gibson (r. 
1680-1751), a follower of Knellcr, of whom nothing further need be said; John Vander- 
bank, and Enoch Seeman; in the same year he notes the first appearance of the young 
Highmore. John Smibert, who was soon to leave for the New World, is added in 1724. 
In 1728 Gay’s Beggar^s Opera was produced with great success, not least because it con¬ 
tained much covert satire on the Walpole administration: and it is significant that 
Hogarth first appears as a painter in 1728 in a picture taken directly from the stage 
performance of that work. About the same date the ‘Conversation Piece’, with small- 
scale figures, ill an intimate setting, perhaps introduced by Mcrcier 1725/6, first becomes 
popular. Dandridge, Hogarth, Charles Phillips, and Gawen Hamilton are the names 
which are first associated with this new genre, and with the allied small-scale whole- 
length single figure. The scale made this a cheap form of portraiture and it is significant 
that those who were successful in tliis form turned away from it as soon as they could to 
the more remunerative field of life-size portraits. In 1730 Vertue mentions Vanderbank’s 
drawings for ‘Don Quixote’ and his paintings on this theme date 1731-6. Jeremiah 
Davison puts in an appearance in 1731, Marcellus Laroon in 1732, and the same year 
Vertue notes that art flourishes more in London than it had for fifty years. It was in 1732 
also that Hogarth’s first scries of moral stories in paint, ‘The Harlot’s Progress’, appeared 
in engraving: tlic first pictures designed for mass reproduction and to appeal to all 
classes. Hudson, who was later to be the most prosperous of the snob portraitists, is first 
mentioned in 1733. In 1735 Hogarth’s copyright act, immediately followed by his en¬ 
gravings of‘The Rake’s Progress’, marks a step forward in the artist’s status, and the first 
of an invasion of foreign portraitists, drawn to England by the prosperous condition of 
the arts, appears in the person of the Cavalicre Rusca, His visit was short, but: he returned 
in 1738, and, in the meantime. Soldi had arrived about 1736, Van Loo in 1737 - with 
prodigious success - so that Allan Ramsay, who had returned from Italy in 1738, de¬ 
scribed his London success in a letter of 1740 as ‘I have put all your Vanloes and Soldis 
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and Ruscas to flight and now play the first fiddle myself’. In 1737 Vertuc first notes the 
prosperity of Joseph van Aken, who painted the draperies (and most, except the face) 
for a considerable number of portrait painters. This had reached such a pitch by 1743 
that van Aken seems to have worked at least for Highmore, Hudson, Knapton, Pond, 
Ramsay, Dandrigc, Wills, and Winstanlcy, and, as Vertue says, ‘puts them so much on a 
level that it is very difficult to know one hand from another’. On his death in 1749 he 
seems to some extent to have been succeeded by a younger brother, and the van Aken 
problem makes certain questions of connoisseurship in tliis period extremely tricky. The 
incorporation of the Foundling Hospital in 1739, followed by Hogarth’s presentation to 
the Flospital in 1740, marks the beginning of a period in which the principal painters of 
the newer school, led by Hogarth, sought scope for historical and religious subjects, and 
Highmore, Hayman, Wills, Casali (who arrived in England in 1741) presented religious 
works to the Hospital, while others, including Richard Wilson and the young Gains¬ 
borough, presented landscapes. In the 1740s a national school of painting had at last 
reached maturity, and the new tendencies were well on the way to w^inning the field. In 
1740 Jonathan Richardson retired from the practice of painting and devoted himself to 
literary studies, an example which was to be followed in later years by several of tliose 
who had helped to make possible the final victory of Reynolds - Ramsay, Highmore, 
and Hudson. The central figure of the period is undoubtedly Hogarth, who must be 
treated first. The lesser figures, both older and younger, can be grouped around his 
achievement. 



CHAPTER II 


HOGARTH (1697-1764) 

Hogarth was far and away the most significant artist of those who were the first to owe 
their technical training to the academies which had been founded in London in the second 
decade of the eighteenth century. But he was neither a typical nor a model product of 
those academics, since he relied all his life on a prodigious visual memory rather than on 
drawing from the thing or person before him, and his first training had been luider JEllis 
Gamble, a professional engraver of arms on silver plate. Alone of the painters of con¬ 
sequence of his generation (or the next) - if we except Hayman - he had been brought up 
in the world of engravers, and this was to affect his art in more ways than one. The over¬ 
loading of ornament which was in fashion for engraved plate at this time encouraged 
Hogarth’s naturally flamboyant fancy, and gave him a facility in its expression which 
could hardly have been acquired by a more academic training in drawing. It also, how¬ 
ever, encouraged spirited improvisation rather than studied composition, and led to his 
overcharging some of his compositions with more figures and matter than they could 
reasonably bear. The London engravers, many of whom were of French origin, were in 
closer touch with the Continent than the painters, and it was through the brisk trade in 
engravings that the ideas and compositions of the great classics of painting became cur¬ 
rent outside their own country, while the same trade served for the circulation of prints 
of scenes from common life and of illustrations to works of history and romance. The 
young Hogarth seems to have devoured everytliing of this kind that he could get a sight 
of, storing in his visual memory everything from the formulas of Raphael and the vivid 
idiom of Callot to the lowest, but sometimes effective, awkwardness of cheap Dutch 
broadsides. It is this apparent faculty of having swallowed whole a popular illustrated 
encyclopaedia which makes Hogarth appear to-day, when scholars have painfully de¬ 
tected his ‘borrowings’, a prodigy of learning. But it is likely that his use of this vast visual 
repertory may rather have been to some extent subconscious. None the less, it is the stuff 
from which many of his pictures arc formally derived. 

Hogarth was a man of pugnacious and self-assertive temperament, one of the first 
English painters of note who could be called a ‘character’. He ceaselessly publicized his 
activities, had no scruples about being consistent, and was something of an opportunist. 
His propaganda in his own favour has been sufficiently successful for him to be glibly 
called, in one British history of painting after another, ‘the father of British painting’. It 
will be apparent that this is nonsense, and the false claims of the Hogarth legend have done 
a good deal to obscure the real claims of Hogarth the painter. In order to follow the course 
of his career with sympathy, it is necessary to understand the general lines of his ambition, 
which remained constant throughout liis life. He tells us himself that it was the works of 
Thornhill at St Paul’s and Greenwich which fired him to be a painter. Not so much, per¬ 
haps, the glamour of the works themselves as the fame and distinction which surrounded 
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the artist who had done them - a knighthood, the position of King’s Painter, and the 
reputation of having earned a name in history painting, the highest flight in the current 
hierarchy of art in European esteem. His ambition was quite simply to succeed Thornhill 
and become heir to all his successes, and he died a disappointed and rather embittered man 
because he had failed. He pursued his ends with something of the engaging naivete of a 
(quite imaginary) African native who would cat a white missionary on the assumption 
that he would thus become possessed of the w^hite man’s knowledge and powers, and it 
never occurred to liim that Thornhill’s position was largely due to the aptness of the times 
in wliich he lived to support a history painter of his class, and that the times had changed. 
He began by marrying Thornhill’s daughter (1729), and he carried on very vocally a 
strong nationalist line (which had played some part in Thornhill’s success) and attacks on 
the ‘Old Masters’, while, all the time, pillaging the old and modern masters of half Europe 
for his own compositions. All these elements in his character* are apparent in his work. 

He must also have been endowed from heaven with a gift for handling the medium ot 
oil paint. There were two schools of painting among the portraitists of the time, the one 
descending from Kneller, which included the more progressive younger artists, Vandcr- 
bank, Dandridge, Highmore, Gawen Hamilton, and Hogarth, in which the actual texture 
of the paint surface counted for something; and the other descending from Riley, and 
including Richardson and, later, Hudson and Ramsay, in which a smooth texture, without 
‘pencilling’, was favoured. But the Kneller-Vanderbank tradition was quite insufficient 
to account for the lovely and dainty use of paint which is found in Hogarth right at the 
beginning of his career. It is sometliiiig nearer to Watteau or toJean-Fran^ois de Troy than 
to anytliing in England, and it remains a mystery how’ Hogarth can have come by it. Elis 
very first paintings, a scries of repetitions of a scene taken from 77 /e Beggar s Opera, which 
was then playing to crowded houses, were done in 1728/9 and arc something completely 
new in British painting. They would not look out of place among a collection of works 
by Lancret and Pater, and it is impossible to avoid the conviction that Hogarth had seen 
something more intimately French than the work of Mcrcier. With a mind of such quick 
visual response a single picture might have been enough. 

‘The Beggar’s Opera’ (Hever Castle; Plate 98), which shows the scene as it was pre¬ 
sented on the stage, was so successful that Hogarth was commissioned to make three or 
four repetitions of it, which show slight variations. Fie had to invent nothing, so that the 
scene is not overloaded, and his visual method enabled him to present the incident with 
the vivacity of a moment in a real drama. It made his name as a painter of lifelike portraits 
on a small scale, and he soon had to turn this reputation to account, since his marriage to 
Jane Thornhill in 1729 forced him to earn a living seriously by portraiture, and the small- 
scale group or conversation piece, introduced by Mcrcier about 1725/6, was in its early 
popularity. 

A good many single figures of‘conversation’ size and small conversations date from 
1729 to 1733 and one or two arc as late as 1738, but the mode was not sufficiently re¬ 
munerating for the labour involved and Hogarth abandoned it as soon as he had struck 
another and more profitable vein. Only one or two of the more ambitious examples need 
be considered, and it is worthy of remark that those which take place indoors arc always 
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niore successful than those which have a landscape background. Hogarth’s sympathy was 
always with man and cities rather than with ‘nature’, with which he probably had little 
patience, and his conversations are always better the nearer they approach to a scene on the 
stage. W^ith characteristic ambition he tried, very early in the series, to paint a conversation 
of more participants than those of any of his rivals, and Vertue notes that‘The Wollaston 
Family (Plate 97) 1 730 » now on loan to the Gallery at Leicester, created a considerable stir. 
No less than seventeen persons arc arranged in the room, in two groups, which are some¬ 
what naively bound togctlier by a gentleman whose gesture has no psychological relevance 
but to introduce one group to the other. There is evidence of alternative arrangements of 
some of the figures showing through the more transparently painted afterthoughts and 
it is characteristic of Hogarth that, even in so ambitious and difficult a composition, he did 
not work it all out in a drawing first, but improvised as he went along. In ‘The Assembly 
at Wanstcad House’ (Philadelphia), painted 1739 to 1731, there are no less than twenty- 
four figures, but the composition is a good deal less ingenious, and the figures at the back 
arc crowded in, in something approaching desperation. It was the vivacity of the stage 
which inspired Hogarth and, when once he could combine the stage and a conversation 
piece, as in the ‘Children playing The Indian Emperor before an audience’ 1731/2 (Earl 
of Ilchester; Plate 99), he produced his masterpiece in this vein. The scene on the stage is 
itself a sort of heroic version of that which he had depicted in ‘The Beggar’s Opera’ (Plate 
98), and the sideways view of stage and spectators gave him an opportunity for a second 
group of equal vivacity with the first. Hogarth hardly ever later displayed the rich resource 
of his powers of picture-making to better advantage, and the picture must count as the first 
real masterpiece of small-scale figures in British painting. It is also as good as anything of 
the kind painted in France, and there is a tenderness in the observation of the children 
which had to wait for Gainsborough to rival it. 

About 1731 Hogarth painted half a dozen pictures which were engraved in 1732 with 
the general title of‘A Harlot’s Progress’. The originals perished in the fire at Fonthill in 
1755, but their importance as the first of a new class of picture, with which Hogarth’s 
name is perhaps to-day most generally associated, requires that the genesis of this new’ 
mode should be considered. Vertue, writing at the time (in 1732), not only reveals their 
immediate success, when he calls the scries ‘The most remarkable Subject of painting that 
captivated the Minds of most People, persons of all ranks and conditions, from the greatest 
Quality to the meanest’, but indicates their accidental genesis. He says that Hogarth began 
with a single picture, w’ithout any intention of painting a series. He was then advised to 
make a companion to it, and then ‘other thoughts increased and multiplied by his fruitful 
invention’, so that he painted six in all. Tliis smacks of the truth and is so true to our other 
knowledge of Hogarth’s character that it is difficult to disbelieve. The type of picture 
grew out of what he was doin g at the time, small-scale stage groups and conversations. 
The difference in ‘A Harlot’s Progress’ is that Hogarth invented the drama himself as well 
as painted the scene, and it is characteristic of his mind that he should have invented the 
drama as he went along and not worked it out carefully in advance. In his later years, when 
he wrote his autobiographical notes, and in the light of his later works of the same kind, 
Hogarth describes in relation to this series what were no doubt his final intentions in later 
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pictures of this class. ‘I therefore turned my thoughts’, he says, ‘to a still more novel mode, 
viz. painting modern moral subjects, afield not broken up in any country or in any age... 
I wished to compose pictures on canvas, similar to representations on the stage; and 
farther hope that they will be tried by the same test and criticized by the same criterion ... 
In these compositions, those subjects which will both entertain and improve the mind, bid 
fair to be of the greatest utility, and must therefore be entitled to rank in the highest class.’ 
The reasoning in the last sentence is characteristically Hogartliian and false. But Hogarth 
at least makes clear that these pictures must be judged as the work of a dramatic writer and 
a moralist, as well as the work of a painter. No doubt the triple intention overloads his 
canvases and obscures at times (too often) their purely artistic virtues, but the historian 
of art should take what he is given and seek to give an account of it, and not complain that 
it is not something else. By engraving this series Hogarth’s art penetrated into every class 
of society and the engravings were immediately pirated. This provoked Hogarth to 
action, and his next preoccupation was to get an act passed which would ensure the copy¬ 
right in the engraving of his works to the artist who had created them. Tliis act was passed 
shortly before Hogarth issued his second series of moral fables, the eight pictures of ‘A 
Rake’s Progress’, which were engraved in 1735 and have now found a home in the Soane 
Museum (London). 

We have no means of telling what the painterly quality of the ‘Harlot’s Progress’ 
series was like. That of the ‘Rake’s Progress’ is extremely uneven. At times it reaches the 
highest degree of exquisite paint and at others it is merely perfunctory. The reason is 
presumably the simple one that, since the engravings were to be the lucrative element, and 
Hogarth neither hoped to sell (nor succeeded in selling) the original paintings at even a 
decent price, the paintings themselves could be skimped. This is no doubt reprehensible, but 
Hogarth’s importance is twofold: his importance in the technical tradition of painting, 
and his importance in the popularization (or vulgarization) of the works of the contem¬ 
porary artist. At any rate, the two Progresses deflected him for a time from his remoter 
goal of becoming the great liistory painter of the time, but the engravings of‘A Rake’s 
Progress’ brought him in enough money to enable liim to work more along lines in which 
he was interested himself than on the lines on which he could get commissions. He had 
also drunk deep of the sweets of being a castigating moralist, and his mind was by nature 
directed towards philanthropy. It is characteristic of the man that he contrived to turn his 
energies in a direction which would combine the interests of a philanthropist, a moralist, 
and a painter. 

Thornhill’s death in 1734 re-awoke Hogarth’s ambition to shine as a liistory painter, 
although he had so far had no experience in that branch of art beyond having possibly 
painted one or two figures for his father-in-law. Commissions for historical work were 
not forthcoming, so Hogarth devoted much of 1735 and 1736 to painting huge composi¬ 
tions of‘The Pool of Bethesda’ and ‘The Good Samaritan’ for the staircase of St Bartholo¬ 
mew’s Hospital, of which he had recently become a Governor. 

The Old Masters had been generously (and judiciously) pillaged for these vast works, 
but Vertue reports that they were by everyone judged to be more than could have been 
expected from Hogarth. Their chief shortcoming is perhaps their lack of monumentality. 
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They have the air of compositions planned on the scale of conversation pieces and then 
enlarged. They did not provoke any commissions and Hogarth had to suppress again, for 
a time, his desire to shine as a history painter, and turn once more to popular genre for 
engraving - such as the ‘Four Times of Day’ (two at Grirnsthorpe Castle, and two in the 
National Trust collection at Upton House). At the same time, having inherited the 
apparatus of the academy which Thornhill had held at his own house, Hogarth promoted 
a new academy, which, under more democratic management, survived until the forma¬ 
tion of the Royal Academy and its Schools in 1768. 

Hogarth now turned for a further livelihood to doing portraits on the scale of life, a 
task to which all British painters had to turn their hand if they were to prosper. After a 
few experiments with his family and friends he characteristically again appeared before 
the public with an ambitious portrait, which, with interested generosity, he presented 
to the Foundling Hospital. This was the seated full-length of‘Captain Coram’ (Plate loi), 
that noble and benevolent man who had secured a charter for the Foundling Hospital in 
1739. Coram was a friend of Hogarth’s and Hogarth became one of the first Governors 
of the Hospital, to whom he presented the portrait in 1740. At the same time, under 
Hogarth’s inspiration, the Foundling Hospital built up, during the first ten years of its 
existence, a connexion with the best artists of the day, who presented to it examples of 
their work, w'hich were exhibited in rooms to which the public had certain access. In this 
way Hogarth contrived to set in motion the machinery which was to lead to the forma¬ 
tion of the Royal Academy. The portrait of‘Captain Corani’ is one of the great landmarks 
in British portraiture. It w’^as at once the most original portrait to have been painted for at 
least half a century in Britain, and one of the first to be more or less on public exhibition. 

Even its subject-matter was to a large extent ncw.^ It is not an aristocratic portrait 
painted for a palace, nor even a full-length to fit in with the family series in the house of a 
country gentleman. It is, as it were, a ‘state portrait’ of a middle-class philanthropist, 
painted to form (as it remains) the principal oniamcnt of a benevolent institution. It was 
painted with affection to keep Captain Coram’s name in remembrance, and the aspect of 
his character which is stressed is not his birth, nor the social status to which he has climbed, 
but his good nature. The man himself smiles out at us from the canvas. He is no longer a 
type with individual features, but an individual in his own right, whose character is 
reflected in those features. 

‘Captain Coram’ is not, of course, the first portrait in which these elements appear. 
Hogarth himself had shown the way to middle-class portraiture of this kind before, and 
all the more progressive artists of his generation, most of all Highmore, had been escaping 
gradually, from about 1730, from the tyranny of the social mask. But ‘Captain Corani’ is 
the first portrait of this class wliich partakes also of the nature of a ‘state portrait’. Dr 
Antal has convincingly shown that Hogarth deliberately modelled himself on Rigaud s 
portrait of‘Samuel Bernard’ (with which he would have been familiar from Drevet s 
engraving), and toned down that full Baroque presentation of a prosperous financier into 
something which had lost all the overtones of arrogance, while it retained to the full the 
feeling of dignity. Considerable resources of art were, in fact, needed to give dignity to 
the squat figure of the old naval captain without straying from the truth of appearances. 
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and it is a gauge of Hogarth’s powers as a creative and intellectual artist that he has married 
his new subject-matter to the European tradition. Old-fashioned painters and old- 
fasliioned sitters might go on for many years in the old tradition, but the vanguard of 
British painters, who were to make British portraiture the most impressive in Europe in 
the next generation, took their lead from ‘Captain Coram’, and Hogarth himself never 
had occasion later to turn his forthright vision to such monumental purposes. 

The five years from 1740 to 1745 arc those during which Hogarth was most active as a 
portrait painter on the scale of life. Among the most typical and accessible examples are 
the ‘Unknown Man’ of 1741 at Dulwich, signed ‘W. Hogarth Artglus\ no doubt as a dig 
against the great temporary popularity of Van Loo in London; the ‘Mrs Salter’ of 1741 
or 1744 in the National Gallery; and the ‘Graham Children’ of 1742, in the Tate 
Gallery. ‘Mrs Salter’, on its more modest scale, is worthy to rival ‘Captain Coram’. This 
unclouded directness of apprehension of character is more remarkable in a woman’s 
portrait than in a man’s, and the sparkle of life in the face and in the mere paint as well 
suggest that Hogarth had refreshed his experience of France. This makes the reading of the 
date as 1744 the more likely; for Hogarth visited France in 1743, where he must have seen 
in the Salon the work of the only other great European middle-class painter of the time- 
Chardin. That love of the texture of paint, which is part of Chardin’s means of transform¬ 
ing common things into symbols of an ideal world, is nowhere more apparent in Hogarth’s 
work than in ‘Mrs Salter’ and in the greatest of his series of modern moral subjects, the six 
pictures of‘Marriage a la Mode’ in the National Gallery, at which he was working from 
1743 to 1745. 

The ‘Marriage a la Mode’ series is incomparably superior to ‘A Rake’s Progress’, and not 
merely because it was designed to appeal to, and to castigate, a higher level of society. 
The engravings probably had the same appeal to all classes of persons, but Hogarth, to 
judge from the loving beauty of their execution, seems to have hoped that the original 
paintings might in this case appeal to a collector of a superior class. And well they might. 
The top-heavy piling up of pictorial wisecracks, which makes the earlier series so tiring to 
read, has here given place, in the best of the scries, to a lucid economy of order and design, no 
less rich in satirical counterpoint. George Bamficld has given place to Moliere. ‘Scene II: 
Early in the Morning’ (Plate 102) is not only a miracle of psychology, and a brilliant 
exercise in the comedy of manners, it is also one of the most captivatingly lovely paintings 
of the English school. In Fielding’s already quoted words from the 1749 introduction to 
Tom Jones, here is human nature which Hogarth has contrived to ‘hash and ragoo with all 
the high French and Italian seasoning of affectation’. 

In June of 1745 Hogarth, who had spared nothing of self-advertisement, held a sale of 
the various painted originals for his popular engravings. The result was a failure, and it 
became clear that contemporary paintings of modern moral subjects could not compete 
in value with quite secondary Old Masters. At the same time the building of the Foundling 
Hospital was completed and Hogarth turned again to his original ambition of history 
painting and to organizing the more progressive artists into helping to decorate the 
Foundling Hospital. Four large religious histories were presented to the Hospital during 
the next few years by their painters, Hogarth, Hayman, Highmore, and the Rev. J. Wills. 
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Hogarth s own contribution was Moses brought before Pharaoh’s daughter’ (1746), and 
this was followed by his one more-or-Iess public commission for a history picture, ‘Paul 
before Felix 1748 at Lincoln s Inn, in which the Raphael cartoons are the obvious inspira¬ 
tion. These do not enhance his reputation. 

Profiting by the excitements of the Forty-five he also painted ‘The March of the 
Guards towards Scotland’, in which the vein of the modern moral subject was blended 
with political satire in a way which broke new ground in the field of the subject-matter 
of painting. The possession of this also fell to the Foundling Hospital as the result of an 
ingenious but rather unsuccessful attempt to get a good price for the picture by raffling 
it. A second experiment in the same genre, the fruits of an unsuccessful attempt to visit 
Paris in 1748, was ‘O the roast beef of old England!’ or ‘Calais Gate’ (National Gallery; 
Plate 103), in which the pictorial and satirical qualities arc admirably fused. This also 
made a highly successful print but did not find an immediate purchaser. After tliis, how¬ 
ever, Hogarth retired more or less from painting until he had completed liis polemico- 
theoretical work. The Analysis of Beauty, which was published in 1753. It has a greater 
importance in the history of European arc theory than in the history of British painting, 
and does not contribute very much to the direct understanding of Hogarth’s style. It 
reinforces, however, the impression of Elogarth’s wide and intelligent knowledge of 
the work of foreign artists. 

When Hogarth re-emerged as an active painter, about 1754, the star of the young 
Reynolds was already in the ascendant, and the ‘new style’, to which Hogarth himself had 
contributed so much, had won the day. But Hogarth himself was not in the line for 
fashionable commissions and he was not in busy practice during the last ten years of his 
life. Nor was he one of those to whom old age brings a lucid wisdom, with a correspond¬ 
ing enhancement of the creative powers. The four pictures of his last series, ‘An Election’ 
(Soane Museum, London), painted about 1754, show a return to the overloaded narrative 
style of‘A Rake’s Progress’; and the vast ‘Triptych’ which he painted in 1756 for St Mary 
Redcliffe, Bristol, shows no advance in monumentality over the religious compositions 
painted for St Bartholomew’s Hospital. Even ‘The Lady’s Last Stake’ of 1758/9 (now in 
the Albright Art Gallery, Buffalo), though not unworthy to compete with the ‘Marriage 
a la Mode* series, shows no progress beyond them and must have seemed, at the time it 
was painted, to be an attractive survivor of the style of the 1740s. His one novel experi¬ 
ment, the ‘Sigismunda’ of 1759 (Tate Gallery; Plate 104), was undeservedly greeted with 
laughter and abuse. It was a perfectly serious attempt to show that an English painter 
could produce as good a work in the Bolognese manner as many of the old masters of that 
school jfbr whose pictures British collectors were then paying enormous sums. In that aim, 
it must seem to unprejudiced eyes to-day, it has succeeded; it is at least as distinguished a 
work of art as the Furini of the same subject, whose spectacular auction price had led 
Hogarth to the experiment. Had Hogarth sought to sell it as an Old Master, instead of as 
a creation of his own fancy, it might well have been a success. 

It is in certain sketches or studies, not made for the public eye, that Hogarth in his last 
years still reveals to us to-day that he had lost nothing of his freshness of vision — The 
Shrimp Girl’ (Tate), and the wonderful ‘Hogarth’s Servants at the National Gallery 
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(Plate 105). In the six heads in this latter picture, painted with tenderness and sympathy, 
without a thought of public praise or blame for the finished work, with no desire to point 
a moral, we can see Hogarth’s natural gifts at their most unclouded. He seems to set before 
us a group of characters for a story as innocently charming as The Vicar of Wakefield, In 
tliis, and in a few portraits such as ‘Captain Coram’ (Plate loi), we can see how much of 
the Goldsmith in Hogarth was lost in liis public parade of the Fielding element in his 
character. Private pictures of this kind arc not those which make Hogarth important in 
the histor)' of British painting, but they must none the less be numbered among the small 
company of great masterpieces of the British School. 

Hogarth’s place in the broader panorama of European art is probably greater than that 
of any other British painter, and it is hardly related to his importance within the British 
school. His modern moral subjects lie behind the growth in France of la peinture morale of 
which Greuze was the most fashionable exponent. Their ramifications extend tow^ards 
David and Goya. But in British painting, 'which is our concern, Hogarth’s art has always 
been respected, but has never been dynamic. 



CHAPTER 12 


HOGARTH’S CONTEMPORARIES 

A LTHOUGH the historian must inevitably focus his main light upon the lively personality 
of Hogarth, there was a group of slightly older painters, who had a more considerable 
fashionable practice as portraitists and who were tending, more or less independently, 
in the same forward direction. They would doubtless have been highly displeased at being 
categorized as Hogarth s contemporaries’, and a critic of that age would have been no 
less surprised at the description. George Vertue, speaking in 1731 (iii, 54) of the leading 
artists, after calling Dahl, Richardson, and Jervas ‘the three foremost Old Masters’, goes 
on to the next class of those that studied in the academy under Kneller, and he names 
Hogarth last in a group which includes Vanderbank, Highmore, and Dandridge, all of 
whom were in good practice before Hogarth started oil painting. All three belong to the 
group which was interested in the texture of the paint surface, and all three are candidates 
for the authorship of pictures which have strayed incorrectly into the lists of Hogarth’s 
works. 

John Vanderbank 

Vanderbank died, from the aftermath of debauchery, 23 December 1739. He was probably 
the oldest of the group, although Vertue, who knew liim well and thought that he had 
the greatest promise (though it was not fulfilled) of any painter of his time, says that he was 
‘not above forty-five’ when he died. A son of the well-known tapestry weaver, his birth 
is recorded on 9 September 1694 in the register of St Giles in the Fields.* Tliis would 
make him old enough to have taken the initiative with Cheron, another Frenchman, in 
founding a second academy in 1720, and liis certainly signed works begin, on present 
knowledge, the same year.^ From 1723 one can point to signed and dated works for every 
year of his life. In pattern they are not often strikingly original, but they are hardly ever 
banal, and Vertue (ill, 57) makes clear that it was Vanderbank who started, in 1732, the 
fashion of using a Rubens costume for portraits of ladies.* The faces are admirably drawn 
with the brush in the free, painterly style which is characteristic of Hogarth also, and 
wliich Vertue calls ‘a greatness of pencilling’. His masterpiece is perhaps the ‘Queen 
Caroline’ (Plate 100) of 1736 at Goodwood, which conveys something of the indomitable 
personality of the then dying Queen, and is the first vivid portrait of British royalty since 
the Revolution of 1688. Outside of portraiture Vanderbank is at present known only by 
twenty small scenes illustrating Don Quixote,-^ which range in date from 1731 to 1736. 
These too are first cousins to Hogarth in their fresh, if slovenly, use of paint, and are 
amongst the earliest examples of painting with a literary source in England, a genre 
which was to have a considerable expansion during the eighteenth century, 
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Joseph Highmore 

Highmore was, in temperament, the exact opposite to Vanderbank. He was a man of 
‘habitual temperance’ and lived to the ripe age of eighty-eight, having been born in 
London 13 June 1692, and dying in retirement at Canterbury 3 March 1780, on the eve 
of the romantic period. He had by then long given up the practice of painting, a char¬ 
acteristic of those of the earlier generation who survived into the new world of Reynolds 
and Gainsborough. He was a man of letters and had first been trained to the Law, but he 
spent his leisure hours at Kneller’s academy ‘where he drew ten years’. liis clerkship 
expired in 1714 and he began painting as a profession in the following year. A portrait 
of 1721 5 and an accomplished etcliing of a man in profile, dated 1723, are all that is at 
present identified of his work before 1728, but from 1728 onwards his career can be fol¬ 
lowed, year by year, in a series of signed and dated portraits until his retirement from 
practice and to Canterbury in 1762.** 

The development of Highmore’s art runs closely parallel to that of Hogarth in its 
formal elements, and even to some extent in its social implications. But it is entirely with¬ 
out a bias towards the satirical, the comic, or the moralizing. The writer of Highmore’s 
obituary tells us that ‘he had a tender, susceptible heart, always open to the distresses of 
his fellow' creatures and always ready to relieve them*, and, if we may liken Hogarth to 
liis friend Fielding, we can best understand Highmore by considering him the parallel in 
painting to his friend, Samuel Richardson, whose portrait he painted and whose work he 
illustrated. As in Hogarth we begin to find a friendly warmth creeping into his portraits 
from the beginning of the 1730s, a directness in the interpretation of character. Its progress 
may be measured, to take examples from accessible collections, by comparing the ‘Jolm 
Whitehall’ of 1731 at Birmingham, with the ‘Mrs Perry’ of 1739 at Penshurst. The small 
full-length of 1750 of‘Samuel Richardson’ (National Portrait Gallery; Plate 108) has a 
genial quality which amounts almost to an introduction, and it is tliis geniality, which 
has as its complement a certain tender and almost feminine quality, which marks the 
difference between Highmore and Hogarth. 

In the tw^elve paintings illustrating Richardson’s Pamela, which arc now divided 
between the Tate Gallery, the Fitzwilliam Museum at Cambridge, and Melbourne, and 
were engraved in 1745, Highmore can be seen working in a vein superficially comparable 
with Hogarth’s in his ‘Marriage a la Mode’ scries. But the difference of spirit and intention 
is considerable, much greater than the difference in quality. Highmore is illustrating, and 
not telling the story. The French daintiness of handling is common to both series, but the 
corresponding daintiness in feeling is Highmore’s alone, although it is to be reckoned with 
in painters such as Hayman in their work of the middle of the 1740s. A comparison of 
Flighmore’s ‘Pamela telling a Nursery Talc’ (Cambridge; Plate 106) with the ‘Children 
building Houses with Cards’, engraved in 1743 as by Hayman after Gravelot’s invention, 
shows the same spirit at work and suggests the source of the influence - Gravelot. The 
importance of Gravelot, who was a draughtsman and engraver rather than painter,^ can 
hardly be over-estimated in this connexion. He was the prime sponsor of the rococo and 


126 



Hogarth’s conttmporaries 

French manner, which did much to break down Augustan formality, and reached its 
purest English flowering in the early work of Gainsborough. Of the older generation it 
was Highmore who felt this influence most and corrupted it least. In Hogarth’s hands it 
became something like a French dish attempted by an English cook. 

In 174^ Highmore was one of those who presented a religious history picture (under 
Hogarth’s stimulus) to the Foundling Hospital, and his ‘Hagar and Ishniacl’, which harks 
back somewhat to the style of Lely, is the most agreeable of the series, and Highmore is 
recorded as having painted four or five other history pieces of the same character. 

We probably do not as yet know the full gamut of Highmore’s art. The writer of his 
obituary says that he painted more ‘family pieces.., than anyone of his time’, but hardly 
any have been identified, and his single conversation piece on the scale of life at present 
known was only re-identified by Dr Antal* after it had been accjuired by the Tate Gallery 
on its own merits as by an unknown hand. This ‘Mr Oldham and his Friends’ (Plate 107), 
probably painted in the 1740s, considerably enlarges our knowledge of Highmore’s pos¬ 
sibilities. In style it is perhaps nearer to Mcrcicr (who will soon be discussed) than to 
Hogarth, but it has an English quality and informality which Mcrcicr lacks, and it picks 
up a thread in the British tradition which had been lost since the time of Dobson’s more 
heroic ‘Conversations’. Here the figures seem to have stepped from the pages of Sterne 
rather than of Richardson. Character is conveyed as truthfully as by Hogarth, but with less 
rude directness, and Highmore’s softer modelling allows for the play of shades and grada¬ 
tions, of suggestions rather than statements, which Hogarth ’s brusque method rejects. 


Bartholomew Daudridge 

Dandridge^ was baptized 17 December 1691 and was probably working as late as 1754. 
In his normal portraits on the scale of life he differs little in style from Vanderbank, except 
that he has rather less bravura of touch, but his groups and single figures on a smaller 
scale are more interesting, and Dandridgc must count for something in the development 
of the conversation piece. As with Hogarth and Highmore the scries of his recognizable 
works begins with 1728. What is especially interesting in Vertue’s account of Dandridge 
is the fact that he seems to have made something of an art of organizing the grouping of 
his conversations, making little models of the figures to enable him to study the play of 
light and shade. This is sometliing quite different from Hogarth’s more slap-dash method 
of improvisation and the difference can be clearly seen by comparing ‘The Price Family 
(Plate no) of about 1728*® (Metropolitan Museum, New York), which is pretty certainly 
by Dandridge, with Hogarth’s Wollaston group of 1730. Dandridge has grasped the 
principles of Rococo style, which Hogarth never did. 

The same decorative preoccupations can be seen in two later groups , The three Noel 
Girls’ (formerly at Stardens) of about 1740, and ‘Mr and Mrs Clayton and their Daughter 
at Squerryes Court, of about 1754- It is apparent, too, and there seems to be something 
French about it, in the small-scale equestrian portrait of Frederick, Prince or Wales 1732 
in the National Portrait Gallery, and in one or two other pictures of the same category. 
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Minor Painters 

Of the lesser fry, other than painters of conversation pieces, many names are known and 
many more portraits survive on which the signature of some otherwise unrecorded 
painter can give a moment’s interest to the curious student. Wc know enough of the 
eighteenth century - as we hardly do as yet of the seventeenth - to feel sure that they need 
no mention in a general history. A few artists, however, deserve mention, though not 
always for the same reasons. The least of diese is John Smibert (1688-1751?), a native of 
Edinburgh who had studied in Rome and was beginning to make a name for himself in 
London before he accompanied Bishop Berkeley to Bermuda in 1728, whence he migrated 
the following year to Boston and became the founder of the independent portrait tradition 
of New England. The best of his pre-American works is the ‘Sir Francis Grant’ (Lord 
Cullen; Plate 114A) of about 1725/6 in the Scottish National Portrait Gallery. 

The two less expensive portrait painters at this time who had a good practice in copying 
as well as in original portraits were Enoch Sceman and Isaac Whood, both of whom 
carried on the style of Richardson without yielding to the blandishments of the new style. 
They perhaps specialized in the more old-fashioned clients, and Whood (1688-1752) had 
considerable connexions in antiquarian circles and was kept in employment for many 
years (largely on making copies) by the Duke of Bedford. Enoch Sceman (1694-1745) 
was a native of Danzig who came young to London and was in good einploymcnt by 
1717. He was accurately categorized by the Duchess of Marlborough in a letter of 1734:^ * 
‘Sceman copies very well, and sometimes draws the faces like’, but uncommissioned 
works, such as the ‘Selfportrait’ at Thirlestane Castle, show that he was not as uniformly 
pedestrian as he seems. His last major commission, ‘Lady Cust and her nine Children’ at 
Belton, of 1743/4 is specifically known to have been given to Sceman because Hogarth 
persisted in asking too high a price. Enoch’s brother Isaac Seeman, who survived until 
1751, was also a portrait painter, but does not seem to have had a considerable practice. 

Two much abler and more attractive painters, both probably of the generation born 
before 1700, are best mentioned here, as the work of both is sometimes confused with that 
of Hogarth. Of G. Bearc no documentary reference has been found, but it is probable that 
he was working in the West Country. His signature is known on some ten portraits 
ranging in date from 1744 to 1749, two of which (both of 1747) - ‘Thomas Chubb’ and 
‘Francis Price’ - are in the National Portrait Gallery. They show a friendly directness not 
unworthy of Flogarth, and Bcarc’s Jane Coles* at Ven House, a child with a doll and a 
cat and a basket of fruit, is so Hogarthian in the texture of the paint as well that it has twice 
been exhibited as by Hogarth although plainly signed and dated 1749 by Bcare. The other 
painter is George Knapton (1698-1778), who will be mentioned also among the painters 
in crayons. After seven years with Richardson and three on his own in London, he spent a 
further seven years in Italy from 1725 to 1732. Nothing is known of his work and little of 
his activities before 1736 when he became a foundation member of the newly formed 
Society of Dilettanti, with the official title of Painter to the Society. Between 1741 and 
1749 he painted a remarkable series of portraits'» of members of the society in a variety of 
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fancy dress (except for the Duke of Bedford), which shows that he was in touch with the 
principal patrons of portraiture in the country. From at least 1737 he had a large practice 
in doing crayon portraits, but his work in oil is rather infrequent, though hardly ever with¬ 
out some originality or distinction. One of the prettiest is the engraved, but undated, 
‘Lucy Ebberton’ at Dulwich, and typical examples of his best work are the ‘Earl of Bur¬ 
lington’ 1743 (Chatsworth), ‘The Hon. John Spencer and his Son out Shooting’ 1745 
(Althorp; Plate 109), and the huge group of 1751 at Marlborough House of the ‘Princess 
of Wales and her Eight Children’. In 1763 Knapton resigned his place in the I^ilcttanti 
Society and appears to have given up painting. As far as our knowledge goes he did little 
after the early 1750s. His latest dated work at present known is the ‘Wathen Family’ 
at Birmingham of 1755. 
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CONVERSATION PIECES AND FANCY PICTURES: 
MERCIER AND HAYMAN 

Towards the close of the 1720s there came into fashion what was for England a new 
kind of picture, which is to-day called the ‘Conversation Piece’. The essence of such 
pictures is that they represent a number of persons, a family or a group of friends, with a 
certain degree of informality and at ease among themselves, not stiffly posed for the 
benefit of the painter. They may be represented in their homes or in their gardens and the 
figures should be small in scale, generally some twelve to fifteen inches high. The eighteenth 
century applied the term ‘a conversation’ to all informal groups, whether small in scale 
or on the size of life, and whether the figures were portraits or productions of the painter’s 
fancy, but to-day the term is restricted in general use to small-scale portrait groups. 

The genre was not uncommon in Holland in the seventeenth century and in France in 
the first quarter of the eighteenth, but it acquired a special character of its own only after its 
introduction into England, not for reasons connected wuth art but because of the structure 
of English society. It is not an aristocratic form of portraiture, and it is no accident that it 
begins to appear at precisely the time when the formality of British portrait style begins 
to yield under the softening influence of more natural manners. When the middle classes, 
often with large families, began to wish to have their portraits painted, a kind of picture 
was inevitably evolved which was adapted to relatively small houses. For figures on this 
modest scale a correspondingly modest price per head could legitimately be demanded, 
so that economic and social considerations combined to promote the vogue of the con¬ 
versation piece. On the other hand the more ambitious painters, whose early reputation 
had been made in this kind of small-scale group, Hogarth, Mercier, Dandridge, and 
Charles Philips, all found later that this genre was insufficiently remunerative and sought 
to graduate into portraiture on the scale of life. A few others, such as Arthur Devis, settled 
comfortably into a routine of steady employment in portraiture on this scale for middle- 
class patrons, either in groups or in single figures of corresponding size. 

Among the earliest of British conversation pieces must be counted ‘An English Family 
at Tea’ (National Gallery 4500, on loan to the Victoria and Albert Museum), which is 
generally dated, on grounds of costume, to about 1720. This is only a step removed in 
style from the genre pictures of Joseph van Akcn, and it would not be at all surprising if 
the picture turned out to be by van Aken himself. But something more modish - and the 
conversation piece, though rarely aristocratic, is almost invariably modish - first appears 
in a picture by Philip Mercier, which is dated 1725. So much confusion prevails over 
Mercier, especially over his begiimings,* that he must first be considered at some length. 
As he has claims to be among the founders of both the conversation piece and the fancy 
picture, he deserves more attention than he has received. 
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Philip Mercier {i6$g?-iy6o) 

Philip Mercier was the son ot a French Huguenot tapestry worker who had migrated to 
Berhn, where Philip is said to have been bom in 1689. Fie studied in the Berlin Academy 
under Pesne, who gave a French bias to his art. Vertue, whose account of Mercier’s earlier 
years is all we have to go on, writes in a language whicli is susceptible of several interpreta¬ 
tions. It may be that Mercier paid a first Visit to England about 1711, bringing with liim a 
portrait of the infant Prince Frederick (b. 1707), but met with no success. At some time 
he studied in Italy and in France and he was making etchings after Watteau in 1723/4. 
Whether he made these in London or Paris is far from clear, but there is no serious 
evidence to justify the constantly repeated statement that he was Watteau’s host in 
London in 1720. His first dated painting is a conversation piece, signed and dated 1725, 
in the collection of Lord Rothermcre, which certainly does not look as if it had been 
painted in England.^ As it descended in the family of Baron Schutz, a prominent Hano¬ 
verian figure at Court from the time of the accession of George 11, and as much points to 
its having been painted at Hanover, we may provisionally place Mercicr’s effective 
arrival in England between 1725 and 1726 when he painted ‘Viscount Tyrconnel and his 
Family* (Plate 115) in another conversation piece at Belton House.^ This amusing picture 
is the first modish conversation piece at present traced in England. But it is exceptional in 
that it is almost wholly French in style, is aristocratic in intention, and includes a figure of 
the painter liimsclf, who is shown drawing the others in their recreations. Mercier, how¬ 
ever, did not need to continue to practise in this vein since, in 1728, the young Frederick, 
Prince of Wales, reached England from Flanover and took his old Hanoverian friend into 
favour. Mercier was appointed Painter to the Prince of Wales 6 February 1728/9, Page 
of the Bedchamber on 6 March, and Library Keeper 26 January 1729. In 17^8 he painted 
full-lengths of the three Princesses, wliich were given by the Queen to Lord Grantham, 
and he was kept busy during the next few years with portraits of the ‘Prince of Wales* 
(of which the best is in the National Portrait Gallery; Plate 1141*), with occasional con¬ 
versation pieces of the royal family such as the (perhaps maliciously intended)^ ‘Frederick, 
Prince of Wales and his Sisters at Concert* 1733 (National Portrait Gallery), and possibly 
with catering for some of the Prince’s less edifying pranks. It may have been in the latter 
role that he finally quarrelled with liis royal master about 1736/7, and was deprived of his 
Court appointments. But he had also established a considerable Fluguenot connexion, 
notably with Sir Thomas Samwell of Upton,® and he settled down for a time as a portrait 
painter in Covent Garden, and to the creation of a new kind of genre, which one may call 
‘fancy pictures*. 

Vertue, in 1737, gives, in his confusing English which shows a brave attempt to find 
words for something new, an account of these fancy pictures- pieces of some figures of 
conversation as big as the life: conceited plaisant Fancies and habits: mixed modes really 
well done — and much approved of*. Nine of tliese, ranging in theme from A Venetian 
Girl at a Window’ to ‘A Recruiting Officer* were engraved by the younger Faber in 1739. 
Hogarth’s pioneer work no doubt counts for something in these, and they were probably 
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designed to make money by the engraving rather than as paintings, but the subjects are 
intended only to please and have no moral or satirical connotation, and they arc quite 
literally works of fancy. 

By 1740 (when he signed and dated the huge conversation piece at Thorpe Hall) 
Mercier had retired to Yorkshire, where he had a good practice for some years in portraits 
on the scale of life, often full-lengths. Good examples, of 1741 and 1742, are in the York 
Gallery, at Temple Newsam and at Burton Agnes. He also travelled further afield. He 
may have been in Scotland in 1745: in 1747 Vertue mentions a brief visit to London to 
sell pictures of‘The Five Senses* as well as a short visit to Ireland: in 1750 his presence in 
Edinburgh is attested by a receipt at Weinyss Castle. 

In 1751 Mercier returned to London, and his latest dated portrait that 1 have seen (of 
1752) shows that he was master of the new style. But the competition of the rising genera¬ 
tion was too much for him, and he all but settled in Portugal in 1752. His later years in 
London were largely occupied in producing fancy pieces for the engravers, of which 
Houston scraped a good number 1756/8. Few of the originals are in accessible collections, 
and some are very feeble, but the ‘Girl with Kitten’ at Edinburgh (engraved 1756) suffices 
to show how strong a French tincture his art retained to the last. 

Mercier was hardly a genius, but his pictures have passed under the names of Hogarth 
and Watteau, and he was a restless and mobile personality of a decided artistic character. 
That character was markedly French and his most original productions were widely 
diffused in popular engravings. He deserves closer study than he has received as a constant, 
if unspectacular, French influence in the formation of the British style. He and Gravelot 
both count for something in Hayman. The style of his fancy pictures was taken up by 
Henry Morland: and it was later carried on by Gainsborough, under whose name at least 
one of Mercier’s pictures has constantly passed. 

Old Nollekens and Young Laroon 

Two minor figures deserve passing mention, who worked in something of the same 
tradition as Mercier. Joseph Francis Nollekens (1702-48), the father of the well-known 
sculptor, was a native of Antwerp, who is stated to have been a pupil of both Watteau and 
Pannini. He came to London in 1733, where he worked at first for Tillemans, but later 
built up for himself a fairly good independent practice in small fancy pictures and galant 
genre in decidedly distant imitation of Watteau and Pater. His best patron was Earl 
Tilney, and the list of his works in the sale of Lord Tilney’s heirs at Wanstead House in 
1822^ provides tlic best catalogue of the kind of fancy subject, with figures on a small 
scale, which was popular in the 1730s and 1740s. A genuine conversation piece (said to be 
from Wanstead) at Northwick Park, if correctly ascribed to Nollekens, suggests that he 
was capable of better things than the usual run of his imitations of Pater. 

The younger Marcellus Laroon (1679-1774), whose father has been noticed as a fol¬ 
lower of Kneller, amid the diversions of a busy and hectic life, which included the stage, 
the army, and a good deal of general roistering, produced a number of paintings (and 
more drawings) of the same character, mainly during the 1730s and 1740s. One or two 
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portraits by him arc known, but most of his paintings arc works oi fancy, sometimes 
pastoral, sometimes of low life, and sometimes inspired by the stage. His ^conversation 
pieces’, of which the Duke of Bucclcuch’s ‘Musical Party’ (Plate ii2b) is one of the best 
examples, appear also to be works of imagination. But all his pictures arc original in 
teclmique and lively in drawing. Many have the appearance of stained drawings, and all 
have a suggestion of tapestry rather than of oil paint about them. They are also curiously 
un-English and may owe something to his stay in Venice. 

A third foreign practitioner of the conversation piece was the Swiss Barthclemy Du Pan 
(1712-63), who was in England from 1743 and returned to Switzerland about 1751 (after 
a visit to Dublin). When Mercier had fallen into disfavour with Frederick, Prince of Wales, 
Du Pan, in 1746, painted the large group of‘The Children of the Prince of Wales’ (Plate 
111) at Windsor, which carried on the same tradition as Mercier, and set a new fashion in 
the treatment of portraits of royal children, which was to lead on to Zoffany and Copley. 

Arthur Devis and his Forerunners 

The conversation piece, and the single portrait on the same small scale, found their first 
contented specialist in that comfortable painter, Arthur Devis. But Devis was in no sense 
a pioneer. His limited vogue, ‘limited’ in the sense that his patrons were mainly drawn 
from the rising middle classes, was led up to by certain minor predecessors, in addition to 
Hogarth and Dandridge. In the early T730S, when the conversation piece first became 
fashionable and before it had acquired its middle-class flavour, it was Charles Phihps 
(1708-47) who was popular in the highest circles rather than liis abler contemporaries. 
His vogue with the aristocracy lasted during the years 1732 to 1734, in which he painted 
groups of doll-like families, usually in an elaborately wainscoted interior, for the Earls of 
Albemarle, Fitzwilliam, Northampton, and Portland, and doubtless for many more. By 
1736 the aristocracy no longer favoured this kind of group and Philips had graduated to 
portraiture on the scale of life, in which he was merely an inferior Mercier. During this 
same period also, Gawen Hamilton^ (1698-1737) was considered by Vertue to be, in 
some ways, superior to Hogarth, and his portrait group of‘An Artists’ Club in London 
173 5’ (National Portrait Gallery; Plate i I 2 a )8 shows more vividly than any other picture 
the worldly condition of the more successful and conservative artists of the time. Both 
Philips and Hamilton painted, alongside their groups, single figures at full length on the 
same scale, a diminutive kind of portrait which gained increasing popularity with the 
growing number of persons who lived in rooms which were neat but not spacious. Other 
painters, too, occasionally strayed into the conversation genre, such as Peter Tillemans 
(d. 1734), the sporting and topographical artist, who was Devis s first teacher and painted 
the children of his best patron, Dr Cox Macro; and Willem Verelst, whose ‘Family of Mr 
Harry Gough’ 1741 (Elvetham Hall) makes one hope that other conversations from his 
hand will be discovered. But Arthur Devis was the first painter who found in portraiture 
on this scale a means of making a constant livelihood throughout pretty well the whole of 
his career. 

Arthur Devis (1711—87)’ was born at Preston and was the son of a man who became a 
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Town Councillor there. He thus sprang from the kind of level of society which was to 
find most satisfaction in his work. He appears to-day as a rather refreshing figure in a 
sequence of painting which is dominated at one end by Augustan formality and at the 
other by the high rhetoric of Reynolds. He is a ‘discovery’ of the twentieth century (even 
of the 1930s) and his fascination for the social historian has led him to be a good deal over- 
rateidn recent writing on English painting. He was a very minor figure in his own day and 
had no influence on the future, but he was prominent among the successful group of 
painters who were not ‘out of the top drawer’, as may be inferred from his becoming 
President of the Free Society of Artists in 1768, just as all the more forward painters were 
going over to the newly mooted Royal Academy. A letter of 1764/5 from Lord John 
Cavendish to his sister (Welbeck MSS.) shows vividly what the aristocratic patrons 
thought of his powers. The 4th Duke of Devonshire had offered his picture to his old 
tutor and had left the choice of a painter to him, and the tutor ‘desired it may be painted 
by one Mr Devis of Queen Street, because he makes all liis pictures of a size, which suits 
his rooms better than those of other painters: I am much afraid it will be frightful, for I 
understand, his pictures are all of a sort: they are whole lengths of about two feet long; 
and the person is all ways represented in a genteel attitude, cither leaning against a pillar, 
or standing by a flowerpot, or leading an Italian greyhound in a string, or in some other 
such ingenious posture.’ The Duke was prepared to subniit, but would not pass any 
criticism on tlie picture in order not to be held responsible for any absurdity which might 
result. And a contemporary pamphlet on the Exhibition of 1762 (An Historical and 
Critical Revieiu) remarks of one of Devis’s portraits (No. 65) ‘Dog like a pig. Leather 
breeches the principal object.’ After this warning contemporary note, we can allow our¬ 
selves with a clear conscience to yield to the undoubted charm with which the kindly 
passage of two centuries has invested Devis’s works. The world they picture is so secure. 

Devis is reported to have first studied under Peter Tillemaiis (d. 1734), who was a 
master of panoramic landscape, as can be seen in his numerous views of Newmarket 
Heath. It may well be that he began with the intention of becoming a landscape painter, 
as his younger brother, Anthony Devis (1729-1816), an altogether minor person, re¬ 
mained for the whole of his long life. His first known work is an imitation of Pannini, 
dated 1736; but by 1742, when he was already settled in London, he was an accomplished 
painter of conversations and small portraits. Dated works of this character range from 
1742 to 1764. By that date he was eclipsed in his speciality by Zoffany, and so spent his 
later years experimenting with painting on glass and acting as a restorer. During the 
twenty years of his heyday his style scarcely alters, and very nearly the whole man can be 
read in a single example of each of his two characteristic types of picture. ‘The James 
Family’ 1751 (Tate Gallery) is an excellent specimen of his conversations. The setting 
is a spreading parkland, with the suggestion of a distant village, and one has the im¬ 
pression, common to all his outdoor scenes, tliat it is always afternoon. This spreading 
park, in which the tradition of Tillemans still lingers, is inhabited by its proprietor and liis 
family. A certain sense of ownership of all that the eye surveys, of his park, liis wife, and 
his children, is one of the elements which no doubt helped to make Devis’s works popular 
with the gentlemen who paid for them. In accordance with this intention the various 
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individuals and olyccts (chairs, vases, and distant pavilions) are itemized, as if in an 
inventory, and given an allotted portion of space to themselves. The figures do not in fact 
converse , but present themselves, however formally linked by hand or gesture, in turn, 
in a sort of timid isolation, which has an air of charming naivete. And a feeling for colour^ 
at once tender and gay, takes away what might otherwise seem an excessive display of 
interest in property .This effect is too constant in Devis for it to have been unconscious, 
and we must count him as a master of middle-class social overtones. Just as the English 
middle classes had no parallel in Europe at this time, Devis too had no parallel among 
contemporary European painters, and his wood notes arc among the most purely native 
in English painting. 

In his single figures he is rather less at ease. He is too fond of the ingenious and genteel 
postures which roused the misgivings of the Duke of Devonshire. A particularly en¬ 
gaging example, full of character in spite of its genteel absurdity, is the‘Unknown Young 
Man’ (Plate 117) of 1761 at Manchester. He stands by a reading-desk and seems to have 
been surprised while practising to an invisible audience his powers as an orator. It is 
pictures like this which give Devis something of the charm of a minor novelist, and, how¬ 
ever slender his claims to distinction may be rated by the historian of art, he will always 
rank high in the affections of the historian of mamiers. It should be added that his name is 
often, at present, used in vain for a mass of less competent work by contemporaries who 
are still unidentified. None of them comes near to the quiet peace of Devis’s settings or to 
his nice appreciation of social values. 

Francis Hayman 

Dayman is historically the most important of this group of painters: he is also the most 
versatile. It has been pointed out by Mr T. S. R, Boasc'® that he was‘the meeting-place of 
two schools, the continental and the English’, but he was the meeting-place also of much 
more than that. His career touches at some point all the various traditions which went to 
make up the medley of English painting and draughtsmanship in the middle of the 
eighteenth century, and lie had a large finger in every artistic pie of the time. 

Born at Exeter in 1708, he survived until 1776. He was first employed as scene painter 
at Drury Lane and became a master in the field of popular subjects which he was one of the 
first to use for easel pictures. When he first swims into our ken as an artist, in 1741* it is 
a ceiling painter, presumably in histories (though no works of this kind arc known to 
survive) -■ and this no doubt partly accounts for Edwards s statement, which would 
otherwise seem surprising, that he ‘was unquestionably the best historical painter in the 
kingdom, before the arrival of Cipriani*.” By 1744 he was busy in several roles. He col¬ 
laborated with Gravelot in the designs and engraving for Hannicr s Shakespeare^ which 
appeared that year: he had started work for Jonathan Tyers on large paintings for the 
pavilions and boxes atVauxhall Gardens:” and he was one of the most active promoters, 
again with Gravelot (and with James Wills), of the academy in St Martin s Lane. He was 
as much a part of the engraving world as Hogarth was, and his familiarity with histories 
can be gauged from the fact that he was employed for the engravings to Congreve, 
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Milton, Pope, Don Quixote, and for Dodsley’s portraits, and he was still doing new 
engravings for Shakespeare as late as the 1770s — and this leaves out of account an un- 
catalogued number of occasional frontispieces.*^** He was one of those who presented, in 
1746, a history picture ‘The Finding of Moses’ to the Foundling Hospital. He was active 
in the negotiations which led to the formation of: the Society of Artists in 1760 and he was 
President of the Society from 1766 until 1768 when he seceded to the new Royal Academy, 
of wliich he became a founder member and, in 1771, Librarian. His closest links are with 
the two leading figures of the older generation, the very British Hogarth and the very 
French Gravelot, and w^ith one of the most original native geniuses of the younger genera¬ 
tion, Gainsborough, who pretty certainly worked with him and Ciravelot in the later 
1740s. He is, as it were, the funnel through which the traditions of stage decoration, of 
Hogarth, and of Gravelot pass and mingle, to emerge refined in the early style of Gains¬ 
borough. During the later T740S, while Hogarth was in semi-retirement, Hayman bore 
his mantle, and liis output during his most active decade (1745-55) includes religious 
histories, painted illustrations to Shakespeare, scenes from the stage, fancy pictures, some 
of the earliest unaffected scenes from the common life of the people, sporting pictures, 
conversation pieces, as well as portraits on the scale of the conversation piece and on the 
scale of life. No other painter of his day could show such variety. 

There is a reverse side to this rather glowing picture; the important figures in the history 
of art need not all be great painters, and Hayman is one of those who were not great. 
Horace Walpole, who was too much alive to his defects, says unkindly that he was ‘a 
strong mannerist, and easily distinguishable by the large noses and shambling legs of his 
figures’, and we may guess that Walpole was thinking of a picture such as the ‘Con¬ 
versation in the Painter’s Studio’ (National Portrait Gallery; Plate 120b), in which these 
defects are more than usually to be discerned. 

This picture, which cannot be later than 1745, may serve as a standard for Hay man’s 
style, although liis more pleasing conversations normally take place in the open air. It is 
at the opposite pole from the conversations of Devis. The figures are much larger in scale 
and they arc linked together in what may legitimately be called ‘conversation’. In none of 
Hayman’s groups are there any overtones of pride of possession in family or land. The 
features of Flayman himself also deserve attention, for we can understand what Walpole 
means by calhng Hayman a ‘strong mannerist’, when we rediscover tliis rather plebeian, 
or equine, face leering at us as the Princess in the ‘Finding of Moses’ or frowning at us as 
Hamlet in the pictures from Vauxhall Gardens. Even in a fancy picture such as Mrs 
Christic-Millcr’s ‘Girl at a Spinning Wheel’, or in scenes of low comedy such as the 
‘Lecherous Friar* (Musee Magnin, Dijon - as Hogarth), it is the same smug face, and 
Hayman is one of the most easily recognized of painters. 

But Hayman’s importance is independent of these defects, and so is the charm of a 
number of his works. It is no mean achievement to have painted one of the earliest scenes 
from Shakespeare,* ^ ‘xhe Wrestling Scene from As You Like If (Plate 119), which presum¬ 
ably dates from about 1744* when Hanmer’s Shakespeare was published; though a free 
variation, it is based on the engraving. It is a genuine illustration, and not imitated from 
the stage scene, although the style of stage scenery is clearly involved, especially in the 
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light key of colour. We may suppose that the four Shakespearian scenes wliich Hayman 
painted for the Prince of Wales’s pavilion at Vauxhall, probably in 1744/45, were of the 
same character. 

Hayman’s work at Vauxhall,*^ for wliich he painted a variety of large pictures from 
about 1744 to 1760, must have been more constantly before the public eye than any other 
painting of the time in London. It blended the tradition ofstage scenery with the ‘historicaf 
style, and ranged in theme from the pure pastoral to subjects from the story of the Seven 
Years’ War, with contemporary portraits. The most interesting pictures were canvases, 
measuring about five by eight feet, which adorned the alcoves which studded the various 
walks. A few were of scenes from Shakespeare or from contemporary novels, but most 
were simple pictures of rustic games or folklore scenes. Two of these, ‘Sliding on the lee’ 
and ‘The Dance of the Milkmaids on Mayday’ (Plate ii8), were acquired by the Victoria 
and Albert Museum in 1948. They are something new in tlicmc for British painting, just 
as the commission for them was something new in British patronage, and they mark the 
beginning of a tradition which reached its height in Wilkie and continued vigorously 
through the nineteenth century. They are a sort of London equivalent, on a popular and 
rustic level, of what Boucher was doing in France. The difference is that they arc studied 
from common life, and the ornamental element ‘with the high French seasoning’ is super- 
added upon something which is quite down to earth. Exactly the same character belongs 
to Gainsborough’s Ipswich pastorals of the middle T75OS. But it is Hayman who must 
count as the creator of this specifically British form of a continental genre. 

The style of Hayman’s landscape backgrounds is sometimes so curiously similar to 
early Gainsborough that we may be permitted to wonder whether Gainsborough did not 
in fact sometimes paint them for him in the later 1740s. We know that his backgrounds 
were often by other hands,and there can be no doubt in my mind, in spite of much argu¬ 
ment against the thesis by Mr Whitley, that Hayman in his early Vauxhall period was the 
formative influence on the young Gainsborough. 

After 1755 Hayman would seem to have done rather little painting, and that mainly 
of large historical or religious subjects. Perhaps mercifully for his reputation, none of 
these arc known to-day. 

Bare mention should also be made of the Rev. James Wills, an agreeable minor painter 
in Hayman’s orbit in the 1740s. He has been mentioned as active, with Hayman and 
Gravclot, in running the St Martin’s Lane Academy in I745» his Little Children 
brought to Christ’ 1746, was the fourth of the large religious works presented to the 
Foundling Hospital by their painters - the other artists being Hogarth, Highmore, and 
Hayman. It is perhaps more religious in feeling than the others and it is very close, in 
places, to Hayman’s figure style. A conversation piece of the Andrews Family 1749 
(Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge; Plate i20a) is also close to Hayman, but more loosely 
constructed and less ‘conversational’. But W^ills did not prosper as a painter and he 
joined the Church, dying Vicar of Cannons in 1777* 
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CHAPTER 14 

FASHIONABLE PORTRAITURE TO HUDSON 
AND RAMSAY 


In December 173 7 there arrived in London the Frenchman Jean-Baptistc Van Loo (1684- 
1745), who had already had a certain vogue in Turin and in Paris. He arrived at a very 
opportune moment, when Richardson and Dahl were in their decline and before the 
emergence of a new generation of fashionable face painters. After a few months, says 
Vertue, ‘a most surprising number of people of the first Quality’ sat to him, and he 
became the rage. It is not easy for us to-day to see why, for he had none of the graces of the 
art of France. One of the first portraits which made his name was that of‘General Dormer’, 
signed and dated 1738, which is still at Rousham. In it we see the style of Richardson 
seasoned with a little of the high French affectation. The pose is a little less placid and easy, 
hands and arms make a little for elegance: draperies and the tablecloth curl into a little 
more Frenchified folds-and that is about the whole difference. But Van Loo is important, 
because it is this tinge of modislmcss which he introduced into the Richardson formula 
which marks the change between Richardson and his son-in-law, Thomas Hudson. Van 
Loo remained in London in good practice until the autumn of 1742. Idis success perhaps 
also contributed to the rise to temporary prosperity of another foreigner, the Italian 
Andrea Soldi (c. 1703-71), who had been in England since about 1735. His portraits of 
around 1740 have thesame cosmopolitan air as Van Loo’s, which seems to bewhat English 
sitters liked, but tliey become increasingly English with advancing years. He is at his best 
in a few large groups such as the ‘Thomas Duncombe and Family’ 1741 (Earl of Fever- 
sham), or the musical group of‘The Family of Sir Thomas Head’ 1750 (on loan to Aston 
Hall, Birmingham). We can judge of the predominance of Van Looand Soldi at this time 
from the young Ramsay’s letter of 1740, in which he says: ‘I have put all your Vanlois and 
Soldis... to flight’. He mentions no English rivals. 

The English fashionable painters during this trough period were, in fact, unusually 
poor. But mention should be made of Arthur Pond (c. 1705-58), a pupil of Vanderbank 
who had returned from Italy in 1727, and had made a certain name for himself as a 
crayon portraitist and a much greater name as a virtuoso. In oil portraits he is usually 
uncommonly feeble and his highest level is his‘Richard Snow* 1738 (Fitzwilliam Museum, 
Cambridge). But he has been credited in recent years with the charming group of ‘A Lady 
winding Wool and a Gentleman drawing*' (National Trust, Upton House), which 
would make him a lesser figure of some interest. On purely stylistic grounds, however, it 
seems likely that this is by Pieter van Bleeck (1697-1764), a painter of portraits and 
theatrical groups, usually of quite modest ability, who painted at least one certain work 
of real distinction, the ‘Mrs Cibber as Cordelia* r. 1755 (on loan to the Stratford Memorial 
Theatre).^ 
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Thomas Hudson 

To these lesser fry succeeded Thomas Hudson (1701-79), the son-in-law of Richardson 
and the heir of what one may call the Riley tradition. AV^e can watch liis gradual emergence 
in the pages of Vertue’s notebooks. Vertue first mentions him in 1733; by 1738 he is still 
not listed as among the ‘principal painters’; but he is in full swing by 1741; and by 1744 he 
was thought to have the fullest run of employment in town. The large number of his 
surviving works, and the fact that the young Reynolds was his pupil from the end of 1740 
to I743» have led to his being one of the few names of painters familiar to those who 
believe that British painting begins with Hogarth and Reynolds, and he has a little niche 
in all the standard books. It is doubtful if he deserves this eminence, and he is altogether 
inferior to such a painter as Highmore. Hudson may fairly be described as the last of the 
conscienceless artists, of whom Lely was the first in England, who turned portraits out to 
standard patterns and executed comparatively little of the work themselves. The drapery 
painter counts for a great deal in Hudson, first Joseph van Akcn (who died in 1749) and 
then van Aken’s younger brother. Hudson and Ramsay are linked in this respect, and 
they were Joseph van Aken’s executors: but whereas Ramsay must rank as one of the 
major formative influences on British painting of the age of Reynolds, Hudson, for all 
that he was Reynolds’s teacher, counts for nothing at all. 

It is a very curious fact that, for all liis undoubted reputation by 1740, it is not possible 
at present to point with any certainty to a Hudson portrait painted before 1745^. His 
immense vogue, on present experience, seems to have been about 1746 to 1755, when the 
young Reynolds began to make his name. Certainly one of his best pictures, and one on 
which he probably took more trouble than usual - since it was more or less for public 
exhibition - is the full-length ‘Theodore Jacobsen’ 1746, wliich he presented to the 
Foundling Hospital. It is sound and solid and conservative, but the learned accessories are 
out of Hudson’s usual canon, and a more typical example of his style is the ‘Admiral Byng’ 
T749 at Greenwich (Plate 116). This is straightforward and solid, with no graces and no 
nonsense and no poetry about it. The drapery was no doubt put in by the drapery painter 
and the shipping in the background by a marine specialist. For young men there were 
more elegant poses, sometimes the holding of a mask: for ladies there were several standard 
poses in studio costume, complete with pearls. There is an even hardness and roundness 
of modelling to the faces, and a corresponding hard metallic glitter to the satins. The im¬ 
passive masks of Richardson arc only slightly modified and the draperies have a tinge of 
the Rococo which was due to Van Loo, and the personality of the painter hardly appears. 
This is all the more conscienceless since we know, from a very few experiments, that 
Hudson was not altogether incapable of something better. The engraved Charles Erskinc 
of 1747 (Edinburgh Gallery) is a surprising essay in the vein of Rembrandt, and Hudson 
could attempt with some felicity a rather playful group such as Sir John and Lady Pole 
1755 (Antony House; Plate 113). Towards the end of the 1750s he went into prosper¬ 
ous retirement before the rising star of Reynolds, but occasionally painted a portrait, if 
specially commissioned, such as the full length of Sir William Browme I7^7 the Royal 
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College of Physicians. In this the texture of the paint in a few places shows that he had 
deigned to look at Reynolds, and the lighting is suggestive of the new style, but those are 
the only concessions to modernity. 


Allan Ramsay 

Hudson's style is nearly invariable and his portraits never show any traces either of a 
sensitive approach to his sitter’s character or of a refined perception. Ramsay’s lowest 
standard is almost indistinguishable from Hudson’s normal, but this is comparatively rare: 
at his highest he is often a worthy rival to Reynolds, and he continued refining his art up 
to the time, in the middle 1760s, when he more or less abandoned painting. Although a 
dozen years younger than Hudson, his known career begins well before we know Hud¬ 
son’s. No certain Hudson is known before 1745, but one can name tliirty to forty Ramsay 
portraits before that date. He may thus be considered as belonging to Hudson’s genera¬ 
tion. At the same time, although his working career was over before the foundation of the 
Royal Academy, his finest and most familiar portraits stand comparison with the works 
of the first generation of Academicians. He is the only portrait painter (and he painted 
nothing but portraits) who belongs equally to both worlds, and he and Hogarth, in their 
very different ways, are the two pioneers who broke the ground for the age of Reynolds. 
The difference between these two can be easily assessed by pondering Northcote’s remark 
on a Ramsay portrait of‘Queen Charlotte’ (now at Cullen House) of the early 1760s: ‘It 
was weak in execution and ordinary in features but the farthest possible removed from 
anything like vulgarity. A professor might despise it, but in the mental part I have never 
seen anything of Van Dyke’s equal to it.’-^ It is wdiat Northcote calls ‘the mental part* 
which is the keynote to the new style, and it was something which had been largely lost 
to British painting since Van Dyck. He means by it not only everytliing which goes into 
making a portrait into a picture, but also the whole process of interpreting character in 
terms of form, colour, and tone. Ramsay was sometimes lazy about the mental part, but 
the stuff of it was in him. One should add that, although Ramsay was particularly qualified 
by sympathy and experience to interpret the Scottish physiognomy, his importance lies 
in his contribution to the development of the English School and not in the small part he 
played in the development of painting in Scotland. 

Bom in Edinburgh in 1713, the son of the writer of The Gentle Shepherd, Ramsay some¬ 
how picked up the rudiments of drawing in Scotland before passing a few months in 
Hysing’s studio in London in 1734. His father’s friends, the Clerks of Penicuik (Sir John 
had studied drawing under Mieris, and his son, the architect Sir James, had been a pupil of 
Imperiali), probably account for his early training much more than anything he learned 
under Hysing, and, when he went to Italy in 1736, he could draw a head in the manner of 
Richardson. From 1736 to 1738 he worked in Rome with Francesco Imperiali and in 
Naples with the aged Solimena (1657-1747), and it is what he got from these two masters, 
a novel air of life and breeding and a feeling for the composition of a portrait, which led 
to his immediate success on his return to Britain. 

Francesco Fernandi, called Imperiali, is for the inquirer one of the most elusive Roman 
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painters of his time. His patronage by Cardinal Iniperiali enabled him to live a sort of 
black-market career outside the fold of the Roman Academy of St Luke, and the official 
biographers of Roman painting have therefore all been silent upon hini.'’“ His art is of 
Marattesque derivation and he specialized in teaching foreigners, and it is probably 
significant that his one known Italian pupil was Pompeo Batoni (1708-87), who was to 
specialize in portraits of British gentry and nobdity travelling abroad, ^ There is a certain 
complementary quality in the art of Batoni and Ramsay; the air of cosmopolitan breeding 
which the young traveller learned to like from Batoni in Rome, could be best obtained 
from Ramsay when he had returned to London. From Solimena Ramsay learned what 
Lord Chesterfield called the graces’. There is a drawing of a girl’s figure at Edinburgh 
on which Ramsay has written; ‘From a picture of Solimena in his own house 173 7’, which 
is perhaps taken from the ‘Jacob and Rachel’ now at Venice. Ramsay has shown no interest 
in the flaming Baroque element in Solimena’s style, but has copied a figure, gracious and 
feminine, in line with his own special talent - and he has laid special emphasis on the move¬ 
ment of the hands. In the great collection of Ramsay drawings at Edinburgh, which comes 
from the painter’s studio, there are more than a hundred studies of hands - hands wliich 
indicate grace and character. This new approach to portraiture Ramsay may well have 
owed in considerable part to Solimena, whose few recognized portraits are the most 
lively that were being produced in Italy at the time. A single dated portrait of this period 
survives, the ‘Samuel Torriano’ 1738 at Mellcrstain (Plate i22a), in which the hand and 
the drapery and the head all play an equal part in building up the character. Were it not 
signed, it might well have baSled attribution, but the kind of trouble which Ramsay has 
taken to make the portrait into a picture gives a foretaste of his later method. 

By 1739 Ramsay had settled in London. Although he made fairly frequent visits to 
Edinburgh up to about 1755, he always remained based on London, where even a Scots¬ 
man would pay more for his own portrait than he would in Edinburgh. By 1740 he was 
writing complacently to a friend: ‘I have put all your Vanlois and Soldis and Ruscas to 
flight and now play the first fiddle myself*. Hudson in fact was his only serious competitor 
in the 1740s, and, in 1746, Ramsay matched Hudson’s gift of his portrait of‘Theodore 
Jacobsen’ to the Foundling Hospital with his own gift of the full length of ‘Dr Mead’ 
(Plate 121), a far more accomplished work, in the European ‘grand style’. Here, for the 
first time in the century, we come upon a portrait which shows that the painter had 
profited to the full by a training in Italy. It lacks the intensely EngUsh temper of Hogarth s 
‘Captain Corani’ (Plate loi), but it has altogether escaped from the English awkwardness 
of Hudson, and the ‘grand style’, about which Reynolds has so much to say in his Dfi- 
courses, has been introduced into British portraiture. Even the secret, which has generally 
been considered one of Reynolds’s own specific contributions, that this style can be 
achieved by the adaptation of classical models to modern portraits, was anticipated by 
Ramsay. In his ‘Norman, 22nd Chief of Macleod’ 1748 (Dunvegan Castle; Plate 124) 
Ramsay has adapted the ‘Apollo Belvedere’ to a portrait walking by the seashore, as 
Reynolds was to do in his ‘Commodore Keppel 1753/4 (Greenwich; Plate 125), which 
made his reputation. Ramsay has been even bolder than Reynolds was to be, for he has 
put his Apollo into tartan trews! With such evidence it is impossible to escape from the 
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conclusion that the marriage of the Italian grand style to British portraiture was primarily 
the achievement of Ramsay. 

These liigh lights in Ramsay’s work of the 1740s, though they must be picked out by 
the historian, are not altogether characteristic of his output. His work in this decade is 
more curiously uneven than that of any of his contemporaries, and this lias delayed the 
recognition of his importance. It was no doubt due to the extraordinary pressure of 
demands upon his brush. An able Scottish painter working in London, skilfully advertised 
by his father in Edinburgh, brought about at once a demonstration of the loyal soUdarity 
of his fellow countrymen. In his first year in London he had painted the dukes of Argyll 
and Buccleuch and the duchess of Montrose, and the number of his portraits of Scottish 
sitters in the 1740s is very large. To get through the work he had recourse at once to the 
drapery painter and he shared van Aken with Hudson and many lesser men. The results 
were sometimes extremely perfunctory, but there is evidence from his drawings that 
Ramsay used the drapery painter with a greater sense of responsibility than his con¬ 
temporaries. 

Ramsay differs from all the other major British portraitists of the century in his use of 
drawings. Reynolds’s drawings (other than quick sketches from the compositions of 
others) are rare and slight and hardly ever related to his portraits: Gainsborough’s draw¬ 
ings are independent works of art and also hardly ever made with a specific portrait in 
view. Ramsay’s arc mainly studies of pose and costume, when they are not studies of 
hands: the face is usually left blank, but he took the greatest trouble with graceful arrange¬ 
ments of dresses and hands, as well as with arrangements of the figure. A number of these 
have on them what seem to be instructions to the drapery painter, and, as far as can be 
judged by comparison with van Aken’s own drawings (many of which found their way 
into Ramsay’s studio and are still catalogued at Edinburgh as Ramsay’s own), whereas 
other painters sent their portraits to van Aken to be dressed up in one of liis own genteel 
arrangements, Ramsay sent his with specific instructions and an accompanying drawing. 
In this way, even while having recourse to the drapery painter, Ramsay built up a new 
repertory of natural and graceful arrangements to supersede the stock models of the 
earlier generation. 

Ramsay might well have been content to rest on his laurels in the 1750s if it had not 
been for the competition caused by the emergence of Reynolds about 1754. Alone of the 
portraitists of the earlier generation Ramsay rose to the occasion and his ‘Lord Drum- 
more’ 1754 (Colstoun; Plate 126), with its new lighting and ‘modern’ sense of the weight 
and presence of the sitter, shows him competing with Reynolds with some effect. It was 
probably a feeling that he must refresh his knowledge of Italy, whence Reynolds had 
lately returned, rather than the reason usually given of the difficulties over his second 
marriage, which led to his second visit to Italy from 1755 to 1757. But this time he sought 
a different source of inspiration. He drew at the French Academy and he made studies, 
not from those examples of the grand style which had so much influenced Reynolds, but 
from such models of gracefulness as Domenichino’s frescoes in S. Luigi dei Franccsi. It 
may well be that his admitted masterpiece, the ‘Portrait of his Wife* (Edinburgh; Plate 
123A) dates from these years, before which one must echo Northcote’s already quoted 
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remark (on another picture) that it is ‘the furthest possible removed from anything like 
vulgarity*. 

It may be that Ramsay had felt that it was precisely this quality, which, with a delicacy 
akin to his own, we may call an absence of vulgarity , that was lacking in Reynoldses 
early style, and that therefore it was one on which he should concentrate himself It 
certainly prevails in his later works which may be said to begin with this portrait of his 
wife. The figure is set a little distance in from the picture frame, a muted light, with 
silvery or greenish shadows, prevails in the flesh tones, and more attention than ever is 
given to the hands. Horace Walpole, with keen penetration, sums up the contrast which 
was felt between Ramsay and Reynolds in 1759, when he says: ‘Mr Reynolds and Mr 
Ramsay can scarcely be rivals; their manners arc so difierent. The former is bold and has a 
kind of tempestuous colouring, yet with dignity and grace; the latter is all delicacy. Mr 
Rcynolds seldom succeeds in women, Mr Ramsay is formed to paint them.’ Reynolds 
soon took steps to learn from Ramsay in this respect, but the judgement was true at the 
time it was made. 

Immediately on his return to London in 1757 Ramsay became involved in a new source 
of patronage which was profoundly to affect his later output. Another Scottish patron. 
Lord Bute, engaged his services to paint full-lengths of himself and the young Prince of 
Wales (both at Mount Stuart), which arc the introduction to the great scries of full-lengths 
of his second style. At Mount Stuart too arc ‘Augusta, Princess of Wales’ r. 1758, ‘Lord 
Mount Stuart as a Harrow Archer* 1759, and the most original achievement of his later 
time, ‘Lady Mary Coke’ 1762. This muted harmony of silvery white satin and soft dark 
green exhales a gentle poetry and tender reticence which convinces the imagination how¬ 
ever little it may accord with what we know of the tempestuous character of the sitter. It 
is one side of Van l^yck recreated in eighteenth-century terms, and, in what Northcotc 
would call ‘the mental part’ of it, it surpasses Van Dyck. 

Ramsay’s portrait of the Prince of Wales found favour, and when the Prince succeeded 
in 1760 as George III Ramsay was commissioned to paint the official portraits in spite of 
the fact that John Shacklcton (a decidedly minor person who died in 1767) was King’s 
Painter. He also painted several versions of Queen Charlotte and the demand for repeti¬ 
tions of these pictures was so extensive that he gave up outside commissions except for 
particular friends.*^ Although he w^^as at the height of his powers and some few of his 
private commissions of these last years-the ‘6th Earl ofCoven try’1764 (Earl of Coventry) 
and ‘Lady Holland’ 1766 (Melbury) - are among his finest portraits, he seems to have been 
content to turn his studio into a factory for the repetition (by assistants) of royal portraits 
Much of his later life (he did not die until 1784) was devoted to literary pursuits, and no 
certain painting is known from his hand after 1769. He refused a knighthood and had no 
connexion with the Royal Academy, though he retained the friendship of the President. 
No satisfactory explanation has ever been given of this change of heart, but an accident 
to his arm, at some unspecified date, may have had something to do with it. At his best 
he certainly ranks among the major figures in British portraiture. 
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William Hoare 

William Hoare of Bath (r. 1707-92) may reasonably be linked with Ramsay’s name since 
he too was a pupil of Imperiali and is said to have become a friend of the young Batoni in 
Rome. Hoare went to Italy with Giuseppe Grisoni (1699-1769) in 1728, and stayed there 
some nine years. Grisoni was an Italian portraitist of some merit - as his ‘Colley Cibber’ 
at the Garrick Club shows - and was Hoare’s first master, so that it is curious that Hoare 
should never have shown himself to be anything but a prosy and competent follower in 
the line of Richardson. He had settled in Bath by 1738 and was the leading portraitist 
there in oils and crayons until the arrival of Gainsborough in 1759, who took away a good 
deal of his custom. He was a favourite in the families of Pitt, Grenville, and Pelham and a 
considerable portion of his recognized work consists of repetitions of portraits of that 
political clique. In 1769 he became an Academician, but ceased exhibiting after 1779. It 
is possible, since the bulk of his work in oils remains unrecognized, that the present 
estimate of his quality is too low, and there is an original sense of colour, sound drawing, 
and a considerable feeling for personality in his ‘Mrs Richard Jesscr’ (of the end of the 
1740s) in the Bristol Gallery. At any rate it compares very favourably with Hudson’s 
work of the same period. His group of‘Three Sons of the 9th Earl of Lincoln’ (Duke of 
Newcastle) of the middle 1760s has the mechanics of Hudson but a fresh perception of 
life and youth in the heads, which almost amounts to charm. But he never, as Ramsay did, 
accepted or understood the new style. 


Thomas Frye 

Thomas Frye (1710-62), an Irishman who came to Londc^n in the middle 1730s, also 
deserves mention. Some of his earlier portraits have been mistaken for Hogarth’s, and his 
later work is more advanced than Hudson and has been confused with Ramsay. But his 
practice of painting was discontinuous, as he founded and managed the Bow porcelain 
factory from 1744 to 1759, and spent much of 1760 producing rather singular portrait 
mezzotints in imitation of Piazzetta drawings. He also painted miniatures in addition to 
full-lengths, both life-size and on conversation scale. He is never uninteresting, but too 
little of his work has been traced to give a positive account of his style. 

Portrait Painters in the Provinces 

A number of painters who worked in provincial centres in what is loosely called ‘the 
Hudson style’ deserve a passing notice. Knowledge of them is probably at present very 
incomplete, but several were in quite good practice in East Anglia and in the Lancashire- 
Cheshire areas. Norwich in particular seems to have been a profitable area for portrait 
painters. A certain D. Heins, of German origin, was working there from about 1725 
until his death in 1756, and his son, John Theodore Heins (1732-71) continued his Norwich 
practice, but migrated to London in 1767. Both Hcinscs painted sound, solid, portraits on 
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the scale of life as well as occasional conversation groups. Thomas Bardwell (1704-67) 
too, a native of Suffolk, who achieved some reputation in London in the 1740s and 1750s, 
was settled in Norwich until his death and had an extensive Norfolk clientele. In the 
Lancashire-Cheshire area one can point to James Cranke (1707-80), a ‘self-taught’ artist, 
who formed his style by copying Hudson; James Fcllowes, whose activity can be traced 
from 1711 to 1751; and Henry Pickering, who returned from Italy about 1745 and was 
active in and around Liverpool until 1760. Pickering’s full-length of Sir Rowland Wynn 
1752 at Nostcll Priory is not inferior to the best of Hudson’s efforts. In Somerset too we 
can trace a fairly abundant activity for one painter, Richard Phelps, who can be traced 
from 1729 until 1785. He too painted entirely in Hudson’s manner and can be studied at 
Dunstcr Castle and Crowcombe Court. It is probable that further exploration would 
bring to light many other names, but these arc sufficient to give an indication of the sort 
of work which was being carried on in the provincial centres. 


145 




PART FIVE 


THE CLASSICAL AGE 

CHAPTEK 15 

INTRODUCTORY 

Just as the reign of George II was the formative period of British painting, tlic first 
thirty years of the reign i)f Cicorge III can be called the 'classical’ age. The same loose, but 
convenient terminology entitles us to call the period which begins in the T79OS and coin¬ 
cides with the French Revolution and the early poetry of Wordsworth the Tomantic 
period’. Lawrence, Fuseli, Blake, and the beginnings of Girtin and Turner arc the prime 
elements of this later period, and their names will start another volume. But a number of 
survivors of the earlier style lived on until as late as the 1820s and can properly be treated 
here, while the chief interest of other figures who died in the 1790s lies in their role as 
forerunners of romanticism. The classical age did not end and the romantic begin at any 
moment of time to which the historian can point his finger, yet the year 1789 stands out 
as the watershed between these two periods. Gainsborough had died in 1788 and Reynolds 
went blind in 1789, and in the latter year the young Lawrence, who had first exhibited in 
1787, showed his ‘Queen Charlotte’, which is now in the National Gallery. We can 
certainly say that the strength of the classical age was over. Yet of two almost exact con¬ 
temporaries, Rowlandson and Blake, the former must be treated in this volume, wliile the 
latter must await the next. 

The beginning of the classical age can be defined more closely. The year 1760 was 
marked not only by the accession to the throne of a young king who was sympathetic to 
the arts - and no one with a vestige of artistic feeling had sat on the throne since the revolu¬ 
tion of t688 - but by the first public exhibition of the Society of Artists of Great Britain. 
From that year onwards at least one, and latterly more, public exhibitions of pictures 
were held, so that young painters could see and study the work of their elders and good 
or bad work could become a subject for public discourse. It is true that public criticism 
of the exhibitions was slow in developing and the field w'as mainly occupied by the 
scurrilous works of‘Peter Pindar’ and Anthony Pasquin’, but the Morning Post, under 
Bate-Dudley’s editorship, in the 1780s began to take a serious interest in painting, and 
other papers have short and sporadic notices of the exhibitions. C^corge Vertiie s notes on 
contemporary painters, which are the gossip of the studio, give way to literary sources 
of a dificrent kind, and it is rather frotn the gossip of the collecting classes, such as Horace 
W^alpole’s letters, that we have to estimate the contemporary view of art and artists. This 
is not a gain in factual wealth, but it is evidence of the higher esteem in which art was held. 
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The man who had done, and who continued to do, most to raise the status of the artist in 
this way was Sir Joshua Reynolds. 

Year by year, from 1760 to 1789, Reynolds exhibited his most important portraits and 
historical compositions. And year by year, from 1769 until his eyesight failed, he read at 
the annual prize-giving of the Royal Academy Schools a Discourse which reinforced and 
supplemented the lesson of his paintings. The theoretical background against which the 
painting of the classical age must be considered is to be found in Reynolds’s Discourses. 
No one, not even the President himself, altogether lived up to this high standard, and one 
of the main interests for the historian is to watch the gradual breakdown of these principles, 
but their dominance is not in doubt. It was against them that the more reflective of tlie 
romantic painters consciously reacted, and tliis reaction can be seen in its most violent and 
instructive form in Blake’s petulant and angry comments in the margin of his copy of the 
Discourses. 

Reynolds, who was conscious that a native school was only beginning in his own time, 
was all for liigh art. He had a keenly developed economic sense and he probably felt as 
strongly as Hogarth the fact that British connoisseurs, apart from portraits, would spend 
their money only on foreign paintings. The classic story to illustrate this point of view in 
the 1760s is that related by Northcote of one of the many collectors who went to sec with 
such enthusiasm West’s ‘Pylades and Orestes’. When asked by his son why he had not 
purchased a picture he spoke of with such praise, he replied: ‘You surely would not have 
me hang up a modern English picture in my house, unless it were a portrait?’ It was this 
attitude Reynolds sought to undermine, not, as Hogarth had tried, by satire and invective, 
but by an elaborate process of intellectual sapping. By first marrying the portrait to the 
tradition of liistory painting he hoped gradually to educate public taste into considering 
history pictures a natural thing for a British artist to paint and for a British collector to 
buy. It cannot be claimed that he was successful, although a considerable number of the 
huge quantity of history paintings produced during these thirty years did in fact find 
private purchasers. 

The opportunity of exhibiting their pictures in public after 1760 was not an unmixed 
blessing for British painters. We know from one or two engravings what these public 
exhibitions were like, and they are horrifying by modern standards. The walls would be 
plastered with pictures arranged like the components of a jigsaw puzzle, with the frames 
touching one another. There would be as many as six rows of small pictures, and those 
full-lengths which were given the best position ‘on the line’, would have the toes of the 
figure about on a level with the eye of a tall spectator. Nothing but trumpet tones would 
be heard in a display of this kind, and this sufficiently accounts for the fact that Ramsay, 
whose style in the 1760s was of a deliberately shadowed and feminine kind, never ex¬ 
hibited in public, and that Gainsborough, after a final quarrel in 1784 over the hanging of 
his pictures, abandoned the Academy and held exhibitions in his own painting room. It 
was in this way that the ‘exhibition picture’ was born, an unnatural genre which has been 
the curse of painting ever since the foundation of academies. In Reynolds’s own work of 
the 1760s there is a clear distinction between his portraits for public exhibition, such as the 
‘Duchess of Hamilton’ at Port Sunlight, and those for private commissions, such as 
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‘Countess Spencer and Daughter’ at Althorp (Plate 132). After the opening of the first 
Academy in 1769 Reynolds hardly painted a picture which was not planned to be capable 
of being shown in public, and this accounts for the preference many people feel to-day 
for the more informal portraits of his earlier years. 

The Society of Artists quickly got out of hand. At first anyone who sent in a picture 
was entitled to have it shown, and the first exhibitions, for all that they included some 
very distinguished pictures, were flooded with a torrent of trivialities which would hardly 
find admission to-day to a Parish Hazaar. It was too late to formulate a rational principle 
of admission and exclusion, and the justification for the foundation of the Royal Academy 
in 1768, to which most of the best artists from the Society of Arts seceded in 1769 - which 
those who did not, or were not invited to, considered a betrayal — was that it was necessary 
to begin all over again and to be able to exclude the absurd. The first Academy exhibition 
was very high-minded indeed and contained only 136 items, but the number had increased 
to 245 second year, and by 1788 it had increased to 656. A great deal of a very low 
standard was admitted to these early exhibitions, but they did succeed in keeping out such 
items as ‘A basket of flowers - in paper’ and miscellaneous objects in wax and needlework. 
It was no doubt this feeling of the need for keeping a high standard of formality which 
excluded Stubbs and Gilpin, as mere ‘sporting painters’, from the first Academy, but this 
rigidity was soon relaxed and the Academy then, as ever since, has tried to provide 
accommodation for the greatest possible number of exhibitors who reach a certain level 
of competence, so that they could profit by the unquestioned prestige of its exliibitions. 

The emergence of various classes of picture during these years will be noticed in sub¬ 
sequent chapters, which deal with the work of the various artists, but it may be useful to 
summarize here the main landmarks in chronological order. To the first public exhibi¬ 
tion, in 1760, Reynolds had sent his ‘Duchess of Hamilton as Venus’ (Port Sunlight), a 
picture shamelessly designed to be hung high and to delude the eye into being a history 
picture: it won enthusiastic praise. In 1761 Hogarth sent his ‘Sigismunda* (Tate; Plate 104), 
which was openly called a history piece in emulation of the Seicento: it w’as greeted with 
howls of execration. Zoffany’s first theatrical conversation appeared in 1762, and Gains¬ 
borough’s first landscape in 1763. In 1764 the young Benjamin West exhibited liis first 
classical history picture and aroused great interest (but no commissions), while Edward 
Penny’s ‘Death of Wolfe’ (Plate i68a), perhaps because it was so unheroic in character, 
passed unnoticed. In 1765 came Wright of Derby’s first ‘candle-light picture , and, about 
1766, the conversation piece, hitherto reserved for the middle classes, was reintroduced 
into the fashionable world by some royal commissions to Zoffany. The earliest of these 
were not exhibited, but the fashionable conversation piece probably owes its twenty 
years’ vogue to the new passion of the royal family for domesticity. In 1767 a young 
Scottish painter, John Runciman, just before his early death, painted iti Rome a picture of 
‘King Lear in the Storm’ (Edinburgh) wliich is the first herald of literary romantic paint¬ 
ing. In 1768, just when the quarrels and negotiations which led to the foundation of the 
Royal Academy were seething, Sawrey Gilpin, a sporting painter who had hitherto been 
content with horses, began liis series of‘Gulliver and the Houylmlmms’ to show that sport¬ 
ing painters could tack on to the liistory waggon too. The year 1769 was sufficiently 
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marked by the first Academy, in which those painters who were permitted to exhibit, 
were on their most solenm behaviour, and it is interesting that one of the few pictures 
praised by the contemporary Press was Gainsborough’s ‘Lady Molyneux*, which was one 
of the few which had made no concessions to the prevailing solemnity. Tliis high tone 
was somewhat relaxed in 1770. In 1771 West’s ‘Death of Wolfe (Plate i68b), in con¬ 
temporary costume (but with no attempt at historical truth) showed that there was a keen 
pubhc interest in heroic pictures of modern events and that it was no longer obligatory to 
dress all heroic figures in antique costume. In 1773 Reynolds showed his first fancy 
picture in a lighter vein, the ‘Strawberry Girl', and for the years 1773 to 1775 the Academy 
suflFered its first temporary defection of a major kind through Gainsborough not troubling 
to exhibit. Both Reynolds and Gainsborough, at London and Bath, had a scarcity of sitters 
at about this time and Gainsborough came up to London in 1774, a date which marks the 
decline of Bath as a second seat of artistic patronage, for Wright, who tried to settle there 
in 1775, could not make a living. The same years mark the arrival of an interest in 
‘medieval’ histories: Alexander Runciman had completed his Ossiaii ceiling at Penicuik 
House in 1773, and West exhibited at the Academy in the same year his ‘Death of Bayard', 
in which Salvator Rosa is a predominant influence. At the Society of Arts at the same time 
Mortimer was showing ‘Banditti’ and pictures of wandering soldiery which also owed 
their inspiration to Salvator. In 1775 came the first direct attack on Reynolds and on his 
method of cribbing from the Old Masters to enhance the distinction of his portraits. This 
was Nathaniel Hone’s picture of‘The Conjurer', wliich was excluded from the Academy 
on the groimds of impropriety, as the female assistant was supposed to resemble Angelica 
Kauffinann. In 1776 Romney set up in Cotes’s house in Cavendish Square and became a 
third among the fashionable portraitists in London. At the same time the interest in the 
South Seas was at its height, Reynolds exhibited his portrait of‘Omai’ and Hodges his 
views taken on the expedition to the South Seas. Tilly Kettle too, in the preceding years, 
had been sending back portraits of native princes from India and the field of subject- 
matter at the Academy was taking on imperial proportions. 

The critical period for the ideas of high and classical endeavour, with which the 
Academy had started, occurred about ten years after its foundation. From 1777 to 1783 
Barry was at work on liis paintings for the Royal Society of Arts, which arc the one major 
project, that came to fruition, which was the logical outcome of Reynolds’s theories. 
They were coldly received, and pictures of a quite opposite character were making the 
Academy interesting. A tepid breeze from France was felt in the rather risque pictures of 
ladies in bed which Peters was painting just before he turned to the Church in 1778, and 
Copley’s ‘Brook Watson and the Shark’ (Plate 172) of 1778 was the direct antithesis to 
everything that Reynolds had preached. In 1779/80 Copley painted his ‘Death of Chat¬ 
ham', a naturalistic rendering of a strictly contemporary event which anticipated the later 
work ofJacques-Louis David. 

In the 1780s the constricting influence of the Italian Seicento, and even of Raphael and 
Michelangelo, was on the wane. Reynolds himself, after a visit to Flanders, absorbed a 
good deal of the influence of Rubens; Gainsborough’s fancy pieces, of which the first was 
exhibited in 1780, aroused an interest in scenes from common life which was quickly 
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followed by the younger generation. Opie, who first exhibited in 1782. showed ‘The 
School’ in 1784* and the domestic pictures of Wheatley and Morland began to tnake their 
appearance. The fashionable conversation piece came to an end with Copley’s ‘Sitwell 
Family’ of 1787, and the young Lawrence started to exhibit the same year. 

The later 1780s and 1790s were the heyday of the history picture, but it was a history 
picture of a very different kind from anything Reynolds had recommended. The intro¬ 
duction of‘period’ costume on to the stage (and of a ‘period’ unknown to history) had cor¬ 
rupted the purity of the classical tradition, and although some painters clung to the old 
formulas, most of the contributors to Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery (begun in 1786), 
Macklin’s Poet’s Gallery, Macklin’s Bible, Bowyer’s Historic Gallery, and other such ven¬ 
tures, adopted a convention from what one can only call ‘public theatricals’. It was no 
more than a step to the purely romantic convention of Fuseli, who had begun to exhibit in 
England in 1775. For the history picture Fuseli stands as Lawrence stands to portraiture, 
and wdth the full emergence of these two lively and impressive figures the classical age of 
British painting is over. 
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CHAPTER l6 


SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS (1723-92) 

The name of Reynolds has recurred fitfully in earlier chapters. He can be said to have 
given it to an age as no one since Kneller had done. He was the intimate friend of Burke, Dr 
Johnson, Garrick, and Goldsmith, and he was no stranger to Horace Walpole. Just as we 
cannot picture the age of Charles I without doing so through the eyes of Van Dyck, we 
cannot picture the splendid years of the tliird quarter of the eighteenth century, when 
Britain was so rich in statesmen, soldiers, sailors, founders of empire, lawyers, and men 
and women of literature, the arts, and the stage, except through the eyes of Reynolds. 
There is more affinity in nervous temperament between Van Dyck and Gainsborough - 
and in the tender loveliness of their mere painting - but in everything else Reynolds must 
be accounted the eighteenth-century equivalent of Van Dyck. Like Van Dyck he came to 
maturity at an opportune moment in the development of art, as heir to the struggles of an 
earlier generation. Rubens, with great intellectual effort and against a weight of conserva¬ 
tive opinion, had created the ‘modern’ European style of the seventeenth century, and 
Van Dyck fell heir to it: Hogarth and, in a much lesser degree, Ramsay had created the 
‘modern’ British style of the eighteenth century, and Reynolds was born at the right 
moment to fall heir to it. He was also endowed by nature with a rational intellect of a 
high order, and he had a power of phlegm which was denied to Van Dyck. 

Anyone who seeks to estimate the quahties of Reynolds must take into account his 
virtues both as a painter and as an liistorian. It is easier to criticize liim as a painter. He was 
curiously insensitive to draughtsmanship, if by ‘draughtsmanship’ we mean only a feeling 
for the beauty of line, a quality which Gainsborough possessed in a high degree. But, if we 
enlarge the concept of draughtsmansliip into what the Itahan theorists call disegno, we 
discern that Reynolds has a compensating feeling for mass and the solidity of bodies, in 
which Gainsborough is often strangely lacking. The outlines of Reynolds’s masses may 
often strike us unfavourably, but their placing and value in a picture arc rarely at fault. 
And in what Northcote, writing of Ramsay, has called ‘the mental part’ of a portrait, 
Reynolds is supreme, and this touches on his value as an historian. He had the unusual 
advantage, to a portrait painter, of being deaf during the years of his maturity. I cannot 
doubt that this sharpened and accelerated his power of reading character, and, as a painter 
of men and women who have played a part in history, there is hardly a single European 
painter who can touch him for variety. Gainsborough’s well-known comment on Rey¬ 
nolds: ‘Damn him, how various he is!’ was a criticism wrung from the heart, and points 
surely to that aspect of his whole output which no longer abides our judgement. 

It is worth while therefore to define the range of this variety, and to try and indicate the 
principles which controlled it, and which give a unity to Reynolds’s work as a whole. A 
consideration of Reynolds in relation to Kneller and Van Dyck will help to make clear his 
range. Kneller had been a master of the ‘historical portrait’ in the sense that he had a fine 
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eye for the lineaments of the face (in men) and for the outward and visible marks of char¬ 
acter: but he fitted his admirably observed faces into a set of stock patterns, which did 
nothing to bring out and a good deal to conceal the character of the sitter. His men arc all 
dissimulators with different faces, and most of liis women arc puppets. Van Dyck on the 
other hand, as we have seen, was extremely sensitive to the shades of personal character 
and even modified his brushwork in accordance with his view of his sitter. Hut his sitters 
almost all belonged, in England, to the small circle of the Court and arc invested with the 
same kind of elegance. If, however, we turn to Van Dyck's portraits of his brother artists, 
we shall see a range and variety much more akin to Reynolds. Reynolds had absorbed 
both traditions, and it is not for nothing that his earliest experiment in a large portrait 
group, ‘The Eliot Family’ 1746 (Port Eliot), is modelled on the Wilton Van Dyck, which 
he can then only have known from an engraving. The vitality of Knellcr’s heads, and a 
pattern and posture which would bring out the character in the style of Van Dyck, were 
two of the main elements in Reynolds’s portrait style. But, in his best work, there is more 
than this. 

The strata of society from which Reynolds drew his sitters were much more varied than 
had been the case with Van Dyck, and Reynolds, in his best portraits, shows as much 
concern with the character of the type to which liis sitter belongs, as with the individual 
character of his sitter. In the carher manuals, such as Lomazzo or dc Lairessc, it was con¬ 
sidered enough to show, by some appropriately chosen symbol (as a globe for a navigator) 
what sort of profession your sitter had. Reynolds does not scorn such symbols, but he is 
concerned to reinforce their message by the pose and pattern of his figure. One of the most 
splendid examples is the ‘Lord Heathficld’ (National Gallery; Plate 135), as solid as the 
Rock of Gibraltar of which he was Governor, holding, by a chain round his wrist, die key 
of the fortress with a gesture which makes plain the security of his defence of the Rock. 
These arc new resources in British portraiture, although they are not altogether new in 
European painting. Rembrandt had more poetically employed symbols in a double con¬ 
text, and Titian had invested his men, beyond their personal likeness, with what Reynolds 
himself called a certain ‘senatorial dignity’. It was this enhancement of personality which 
Reynolds sought to emulate, and he did it by the assiduous study of the Old Masters and 
of classical statuary, whose formulas and poses, more familiar then than they are now to 
the subconscious of cultivated Europeans, could be translated from ‘history into por¬ 
traiture with the value of symbols. This translation, which has already been noted in 
Hogarth’s ‘Captain Corani’ and Ramsay’s ‘Macleod of Macleod, is of the essence of 
Reynolds’s style. It was described by Horace Walpole as wit, and it contributed more 
than anything else to raising the status of portraiture and of the painter in England, where 
the native practitioner had been despised for half a century as beneath comparison with 
what the travelling gentleman met with on his Grand Tour. This raising of the status of 
the British artist was the poHtical objective of Reynolds s life and the mainspring of his 
conduct as first President of the Royal Academy. It was an objective in which he was 
wholly successful and his achievement in this field may be thought to have contributed 
more than anything to making possible the flowering of a British school of painting of 
which we can be legitimately proud. 
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There is a trait of character, revealed in a story from Reynolds’s early youth, which 
marks liim out from tlie generations before him and suggests the forerunner of the romantic 
period. Before serving his apprenticeship to Hudson in London, there was a discussion at 
home of an alternative career for him, and he broke out with the statement that ‘he would 
rather be an apothecary than an ordinary painter’. Hogarth, one may surmise, would have 
sympathized with this, but the ambition of all earlier British eighteenth-century por¬ 
traitists, even I suspect of Ramsay, was to be a successful ordinary painter. It was this spirit, 
in which he set out, which makes Reynolds’s journey to Italy so memorable and so differ¬ 
ent from all earlier painters’ years of Italian study. From the beginning of the century and 
the time ofjervas onwards the British portrait painter had been going to Italy and return¬ 
ing, at best, with notliing more than a reputation for connoisscurship. Reynolds, and 
Richard Wilson at the same time, went to Italy with a different kind of inquiring ambition. 
The light of the art of the Mediterranean world and its rich visual tradition broke over 
them, and they returned incomparably enriched. Something of the same kind had hap¬ 
pened in the field of architecture thirty years earlier to Lord Burlington. We may fairly 
say that the plant of British painting, wliich had long been slowly maturing, suddenly 
ripened into flower about 1750 under the warmth of the Italian sun. 

It may be that Reynolds swallowed this intoxicating nectar a little too rapidly. The 
sublimity of the figure style of the Italian High Renaissance, that quality about Michel¬ 
angelo’s statement of the human form which Reynolds, in his last Discourse, refers to so 
movingly as ‘the language of the gods’, was reached after many generations of endeavour. 
Yet it is this strong wine in which, in liis writings, he recommends that the student with 
high aspirations should immerse liimself. From his Italian notebooks, however, we can 
gather that Reynolds himself got more immediate profit from the more ornamental style 
of the Venetians, which, in his teachings, he affects to discourage as of inferior value. In 
his portraits he only rarely allow's his devotion to ‘the language of the gods’ to get out of 
hand, and he can even adapt figures from the Sistine ceiling (as in the ‘Duchess of Marl¬ 
borough and Child’ at Blenheim) with impeccable taste, but it is another story in the 
rather few historical subjects of his later years. Even in what is in many ways the finest 
of them, the ‘Death of Dido’ (Royal Academy 1781; Plate 137) at Buckingham Palace, 
we can discern the justness of Mrs Thrale’s uncharitable lines,* 

A rage for sublimity ill-understood 

To seek still for the great by forsaking the good. 

But there is no painter of such uneven gifts for whom familiarity breeds such respect as 
Reynolds. His vast output, as fully documented as that of any known painter, is widely 
scattered and there is no collection where he can be seen fully in the round. To give a fair 
account of his work there are hardly less than a hundred paintings which one would like 
to take into consideration, either for their success, their originality, or their influence. The 
fourteen Discourses which he delivered, as President, at the annual prize-givings at the 
Royal Academy Schools, remain the most practical, the most sensible and the best written 
discussions on the theory and practice of painting in the English language. They do not 
form a connected treatise and they deal often with problems of an occasional kind, but they 
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lay down very clearly the terms in which the British school can be understood, as well as 
the attitude against which some of the romantic painters were to react at the end of the 
century. 

A word should also be said about Reynolds’s personal character, which has a bearing on 
his art and on his influence. It was so strongly in contrast to the character of Gainsborough 
that an understanding of the virtues of these two great rival portrait painters is made easier 
by a knowledge of their character. Reynolds was cool, businesslike, and eminently 
objective: to those who admired enthusiasm and a quick response to the impulses of the 
heart, his temper seemed too frigid. He was a man of letters and he chose his friends from 
the world of letters and never admitted a fellow painter to his intimacy, although his acts 
of kindness to young painters were numerous. His life passed without indiscretions, and 
one would be tempted, from some of his recorded observations, to think of him as 
cynical, if he were not so obviously in earnest about the noble qualities of art, and if a 
whole range of his portraits did not show such an unclouded rcspojise to beauty and 
strength and innocence of character. 

Reynolds was apprenticed to Hudson for four years in October 1740, at the age of 
seventeen. He quickly acquired the routine knowledge of the work of an ‘ordinary* 
portrait painter’s studio, which was all that Hudson could give him, and tliis apprentice¬ 
ship was terminated amicably after two and a half years. From the middle of 1743 until 
May 1749, when he set out for Italy, he practised on his own, mainly in his native Devon¬ 
shire, but also for a year or two (1744/6), in London. Some twenty or so works of these 
years are known, some little better than pot-boilers, done hurriedly to earn a little money; 
some of his father and sisters, with a tender candour of approach wliich shows that he had 
looked at Hogarth rather than at his master, Hudson; some with passages of rich, creamy 
pigment which show already an interest in the texture of paint (which he is alleged to have 
derived from seeing the works of the elusive William Gandy at Exeter); others which 
show an eye to what Ramsay was doing in the 1740s. An accessible and perhaps char¬ 
acteristic example, signed and dated 1747, is the ‘Lieutenant Roberts’ (Plate I22b) at 
Greenwich. In style it is nearer to Ramsay than to any other painter, with a little more 
alertness than was common with Ramsay, and with an interest in bold light and shade, to 
give mood to the subject, which already shows one of the problems he was to give most 
detailed study to on his Italian travels. 

He sailed for Italy with his friend Commodore (later Admiral and Viscoant) Keppel; 
landed in January 1750, and remained in Rome imtil May 1752, when he came home over¬ 
land with short stays at Florence, Parma, Bologna, Venice, and Paris. Early in 1753 he 
settled in London. It was in Rome that his art and mind were formed, not, as with Ramsay, 
by the teaching of contemporary Italian painters and by study at the French Academy, 
but by daily communion with the great masters, with Raphael, Michelangelo, and the 
Antique. Here, in contrast to the narrow world of London, he bathed himself in the 
majesty of a long tradition of art. He approached this great tradition with humility and 
sought first for intellectual regeneration, and not, as his predecessors had done, merely for 
the tricks of the trade. He did not, of course, neglect the latter and made numerous studies 
of pose and arrangements of figures and patterns of light and shade, but all these were 
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hints, memoranda, towards the understanding of the Grand Style. An over-simplified 
statement would be that Reynolds returned from Italy saturated witli the idea of the 
Grand Style and determined, since the practical bent of his mind made him aware that 
there was no living to be made by a painter in London except through portraiture, to 
elevate the British portrait tradition by marrying it, as far as possible, to the Grand Style. 
In later life, in the 1780s, he came to see that the Grand Style should be used in portraiture 
only with considerable discretion and on a character which could bear it. But that was 
after it had won perhaps too overwhelming a victory in England, and the second phase of 
Reynolds's career, which may be said to culminate in the foundation of the Royal Academy 
in 1768, is centred on the naturalization into England of the Grand Style. By an luider- 
standable reaction almost the only original work Reynolds did during liis Italian years was 
a series of caricature groups of British visitors to Rome. These throw considerable Hght on 
Reynolds’s power of perceiving character, but he prudently decided to abandon this genre 
as one ill-calculated to advance the success of a professional portrait painter.^ 

Success followed immediately upon Reynolds settling in London, and by 1755 he had 
as many as a hundred sitters and was employing considerable studio help. In 1759 the 
number had risen to 150 and he had to raise his prices to reduce the volume of business. 
Many of the works of this period are naturally rather dull single heads, but it would be 
accurate to say that the wealth and variety of Reynolds’s portraits in the T750S revolu¬ 
tionized the taste of Britain and the older generation of artists were driven into retirement 
from fashionable practice and, if they could afford it, retired altogether. 

The picture with which Reynolds secured his reputation was the ‘Commodore Keppel’ 
(Plate 125) of 1753/4 at Greenwich, and it is instructive to compare it with what seems 
to have been undoubtedly its model, Ramsay’s ‘Macleod of Macleod’. 

The pose and the general pattern are nearly identical - the ‘Apollo Belvedere’ in 
reverse. There is a rock at the left, with a few scraggy trees, and the sea to right. But the 
difference is prodigious in the communication of life and energy. One is tempted to sup¬ 
pose that Reynolds knew exactly what he was doing: that he deliberately took a classical 
theme which had been arranged by Ramsay for chamber music and showed what he could 
make of it by scoring it for a full orchestra. Ramsay’s figure is sharply and daintily 
silhouetted against a calm sky: it barely stands upon the shore and the right arm is thrust 
forward in a gesture rather of welcome than command. The landscape is little more 
than a photographer’s backdrop for an elegant puppet and there is no motive to unite 
figure and backgroimd. The motive in Reynolds’s ‘Keppel’ is that the Commodore had 
lately been shipwrecked and he is shown as a man of action, striding along the shore 
and braving the tempest. Walpole might have been thinking of these pictures when, in 
1759, contrasting Reynolds and Ramsay, he says of the former that he is ‘bold’ and ‘has a 
kind of tempestuous colouring’ which Ramsay lacks. The difference in power and char¬ 
acter made by Reynolds’s alteration of the movement of the right arm, and the immense 
gain in the appearance of life by limiting the amount of the silhouette which is sharply 
outlined against the background are additional elements in Reynolds’s new receipt for 
portraiture. In nothing is the new style so distinct from the old as in this marriage of the 
figure to an appropriate background by a use of light and shade which Reynolds had 
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learned from his study of the Old Masters. In later years the setting of many of his full- 
length figures against parkland, evocative of the surroundings of the great country houses 
in which his sitters lived, is an extension of this method and the adaptation of a formula of 
Van Dyck to a modern theme. It is not surprising that this new style took the world by 
storm, or that Ramsay should soon have gone on a second journey to Italy to seek inspira¬ 
tion again at so invigorating a source. It is curious, however, that Reynolds should never 
have returned to Italy liimsclf 

By no means all Reynolds’s portraits make so complete a break with the old style. 
Heroic overtones were not always possible and the great bulk of liis commissions were 
for more domestic portraits than for full-lengths. A much more typical example is the 
‘Mrs Francis Beckford’ (Plate 123B) of 1756 at the Tate Gallery, a single three-quarter- 
length figure, in a far from easy or natural pose, and with as much emphasis on the dress 
as in any of Hudson’s portraits. What is it which gives life to this and marks it of the new 
age? It is not, in the main, a question of lighting, although the shadows flicker in a more 
subtle fashion over Reynolds’s surfaces, and more of the outline is lost in shadow. It is 
much more in the tender and sympathetic approach to a character, which cannot, in this 
instance, have been very strongly formed. There is an absence of Hudson’s fixed ex¬ 
pression, his stare, as it were, at the camera; a certain gracious shyness, a momentary 
quality, as of being caught unobserved. There is also an enchanting colour, the silvery 
blues which predominate in early Reynolds. It is a return of the Graces. 

It is curious that Horace Walpole, as late as 1759, should have thought that Reynolds 
rarely succeeded with women, while Ramsay was formed to paint them. It is true, how¬ 
ever, that Reynolds was keenly aware of what Ramsay, his only formidable rival in 
London at the time, was doing, and he may well have consciously set our, as he had done 
in liis ‘Keppel’, to excel him in his own field. When Ramsay had painted Lord Bute in 
1758, Reynolds is reputed to have said,^ of a portrait he painted a little later, tliat he ‘wished 
to show legs with Ramsay’s “Lord Bute” I imagine that tliis picture was the ‘James, 7th 
Earl of Lauderdale’ (Thirlestane Castle; Plate 130) of 1759, one of the most lively of his 
full-lengths of Peers in robes, in which he has used the base of a twisted column beloved 
of Van Dyck, and invented a pose to justify the crossed legs, which was absent in Ramsay’s 
figure. In selecting another Scottish Peer for this display of wit, there would be a conscious 
irony which was not alien to Reynolds’s character. When the time came, in 1760, for the 
first public exhibition of artists’ works at the Society of Arts Ramsay abstain ed from ex¬ 
hibiting and Reynolds emerged as the acknowledged leader of the English school. An 
article in the Imperial Magazine^ at the time says that his ‘merit is much beyond anything 
that can be said in his commendation’. 

The ten years from 1759 to the first Academy Exhibition of 1769 are the culmination of 
Reynolds’s earlier style. It is less classical than his style of the 1770s and less dramatic than 
his final phase. To many it seems the period when he was at the height of his gifts. A 
picture such as ‘Georgiana, Countess Spencer and her Daughter’ (Plate 132) of 1760/1 
(Althorp) must count as one of the great masterpieces of English portraiture. It is not a 
masterpiece of formal design and it achieves its ends more by tenderness and human values 
than by the resources of art, although the colour and the texture of the paint are alike 
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lovely. As Northcote said of Ramsay, it is the furthest possible removed from vulgarity, 
and that is a virtue more positive in portrait painting than one might at first suppose. It 
is in fact a Madonna design and the extremely tactful use of a formal pattern of this kind 
with the value of a syjiibol is a part of its haunting power. Something of the same quality 
lingers round the *Nclly O’Brien’ of about 1762 in the Wallace collection. 

But Reynolds was hankering after a more powerful instrument of rhetoric than the 
style displayed in pictures of such quiet perfection. It may well be that he saw something 
of his own predicament in the picture he exhibited in 1762 of‘Garrick between Tragedy 
and Comedy’ (lent by Lord Rothschild to King’s, Cambridge; Plate 129). It was a 
modern parody on the old theme of‘Hercules between Virtue and Vice’, and Reynolds 
has also given it a pictorial nuance by painting Comedy in the manner of Correggio and 
Tragedy in the manner of Guido Reni. It was also a symbol of a struggle he was going 
through himself between the more or less intimate portrait, of which he was a master, and 
the heroic portrait, with which he was begimiing to experiment as early as 1760, in the 
‘Duchess of Hamilton and Argyll’ at Port Sunlight. By 1765, in ‘Lady Sarah Bunbury 
sacrificing to the Graces’ (Chicago; Plate 131), Reynolds’s second and classical manner is 
seen at the full, and it is hard to-day not to feel some suggestion of the ‘sense of sublimity 
ill-understood’. Lady Sarah is, as it were, an illustration to much that he has to say in the 
Discourses about the Grand Style, antique drapery, and so on. She is conceived in the 
manner of Guido Reni, whose popularity was then at its height, and it was perhaps in an 
attempt to emulate the Old Masters that Reynolds conceived this somewhat unfortunate 
portrait style. It was a deliberate innovation of his own, for it does not correspond to any 
contemporary European fashion nor to a perceptible reaction towards classicism apparent 
in British society. 

It was under the influence of this high-minded and doctrinaire style that Reynolds set 
about his duties as first President of the Royal Academy, and his contributions to the first 
exhibition are all in this vein - the Duchess of Manchester as ‘Diana’ removing a bow 
from her infant son as ‘Cupid’ (taken from Albano); Lady Blake as Juno receiving the 
cestus from Venus (from a Roman statue); two ladies moralizing at a tomb inscribed ‘Et 
ego in Arcadia’ (a fancy from Guercino); and an exercise in the manner of Correggio with 
the title of‘Hope nursing Love’. It is impossible to avoid the impression that the President 
was seeking to impart a lesson in style. 

From the time of the exhibition of 1769 nearly all Sir Joshua’s most important works 
appeared at the Academy. One can name hardly a dozen really major works from 1769 to 
1790 which were not so exhibited, and Reynolds’s importance as the arbiter of contem¬ 
porary taste and as setting the example by his exhibits of one year for what the ambitious 
youth of the next would paint, becomes paramount. He was never so unremittingly 
classical again as in 1769, but the predominance of his high classical manner persists until 
the completion of his designs for the window of New College Chapel at Oxford in 1781. 
In each exhibition he sought to include a subject picture and, parallel with his sublime or 
heroic subjects, such as ‘Ugolino’ (Royal Academy 1773: at Knole), we begin to find in 
1773 single figures or fancy pieces of a more temperate caste, such as the ‘Strawberry Girl’ 
(Wallace Collection). Reynolds docs not seem himself to have set great store by these, as 
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a number did not find their way into the exhibitions, but they gradually came, especially 
through engravings, to have a powerful influence on popular taste. These were often 
excursions into the style of the Old Masters. The ‘Shepherd Boy’ c. 1772 (Earl of Hahfax) 
was an experiment in the vein of Murillo, and the ‘Children with Cabbage Net’ (Royal 
Academy, 1775: Buscot; Plate I28b) is an essay in Rembrandtesque lighting and simple 
genre. The former anticipates Gainsborough’s fancy pieces, and the latter is a precursor of 
the early (and best) style of Opie. Then the fancy piece and the child’s portrait become 
blent as in the ‘Master Crewe as “Henry VIH” ’ (Royal Academy, 1776: Lord O’Neil), 
which is a fancy picture in parody of Holbein engagingly combined with a portrait. In 
this, and in the ‘Lady Caroline Scott as “Winter” ’ (Royal Academy, 1777: Duke of Buc- 
cleuch; Plate 134) he showed that, even in the middle of liis most didactically classical 
phase, when the subject could not justify such treatment he had lost nothing of the fresh¬ 
ness and perception of his understanding. There is a blend in such pictures of detached 
sympathy and authentic visual or pictorial values uncomplicated by those sentimental 
overtones which make similar works by Sir John Millais so nauseous to those who respect 
the work of the creative artist. It is this fact that, in so much of his best work, pictorial and 
human values reinforce one another, which makes Reynolds such a difficult painter for the 
purist critic to appreciate. 

The most ambitious of all Reynolds’s portrait commissions, the great group of‘The 
Family of the Duke of Marlborough’ (Blenheim; Plate 133) appeared at the Academy of 
1778. It remains still the most monumental achievement of British portraiture, worthy of 
Blenheim, which was to house it. There is nothing on this scale which can count seriously 
between Van Dyck’s group at Wilton and this, unless it be the Hudson group at Blenheim 
of the 2nd Duke and his family, which is stiffly composed, though not without some 
ingenuity. As a composition the Van Dyck is a failure, while the Reynolds errs perhaps a 
little in being in accordance with all the rules. But it is not what other such groups had 
been in England, conversation pieces enlarged to the scale of life; it is a history picture. It 
is the one occasion when Reynolds was able to demonstrate to the full the possibilities of 
applying the historical grand style to portraiture. It is thus the very centrepiece of his 
public style. From this time onwards Reynolds was to experiment with great success in a 
more informal mode. 

One of the most brilliant of such experiments was the ‘Lady Worsley’ (Royal Academy, 
1780: Harewood House; Plate 138). Towards the end of the 1770s his devotion to a more 
or less classical style of drapery abated and he came to realize that he could infuse more 
life, with no loss of monumentality, into his full-length portraits, by the scrupulous 
observance of contemporary costume. It may be that it was Gainsborough’s arrival in 
London in 1774 which partly led to this change. In the ‘Countess of Bute’ 1777/9 (Mount 
Stuart), an old lady slowly walking across a park with a folded blue parasol, and in the 
‘Lady Worsley’ in a red riding-habit and a black feathered hat, he suddenly makes his 
Goddesses come down to earth. In such pictures he inaugurates his third and final style, 
which reverts once more to the human values of his earlier manner, but retains overtones 
of the classical style which it supersedes. 

Reynolds’s interest in the informal was supported and enriched by a journey that he 
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made to Flanders and Holland in the summer of 1781. On this occasion he particularly 
studied Rubens and was impressed by the combination of dramatic and informal elements 
in some of his portraits, and also by the rich texture of his picture surface. The result was 
apparent at once in liis own work and at its height in the Academy of 1786, at which he 
showed ‘The Duchess of Devonshire and her Daughter’ (Duke of Devonshire; Plate 136) 
and Viscount Cowdray’s ‘Joshua Sharpe’ (Plate 127). It is instructive to compare the 
picture of the Duchess with the Althorp group of her mother with herself as a child 
painted a quarter of a century before. Both are, in a sense, intimate pictures of a mother 
and child. But the serenity of the earlier picture, which owes allegiance to the Italian 
masters of the High Renaissance, has given way to a lively and dramatic style akin to 
Rubens’s baroque. The timeless has given place to the momentary, and there is sometliing 
more modish about the later work which announces die age when fashions in dress and 
gesture made up a large part of the character of men and women. It is from Reynolds’s 
works of the middle 1780s that Hoppner and Lawrence derived their style. Reynolds 
himself kept a fine balance between liis baroque curtains of sealing-wax red, the shimmer¬ 
ing muslins and the glossy blacks of men’s or women’s dresses, and his closely char¬ 
acterized faces, but the next generation was not always so scrupulous in its observance of 
the balance between the two interests in a portrait. 

The ‘Joshua Sharpe’ and the ‘Lord Hcathfield’ (Royal Academy, 1788) may be taken 
as among the finest examples of his latest style in men’s portraits, one a study of a man of 
thought, the other of a man of action. Both are pictures of types as well as of individuals, 
and much richer compositional resources have gone to their making than in his earlier 
portraits. The head of the grave lawyer is placed low on the canvas, the mass of the body 
slumped and concentrated, while the arrangements of the soldier’s body arc reversed. In 
both the figure is off centre, and there is a dramatic intention in this displacement and in the 
lighting. Not all Reynolds’s later work is contrived with such thought, and he used the 
classical mode, which perhaps came most easily to him, on appropriate occasions even in 
liis latest works. But until his eyesight began to fail in 1789 and he was forced to give up 
painting, he was constantly developing new resources in his art. We know so much more 
of the routine production of his studio than we do in the case of earlier painters, that it is 
not altogether easy to judge him fairly, but, judged by the standard of the very consider¬ 
able number of his finer works, we can say without hesitation that he was the chief 
intellectual force in the first great age of British painting. 

Reynoldses Pupils 

Few of Reynolds’s direct pupils deserve attention, for he does not seem to have had the 
qualities of a teacher and there was a tendency for his pupils to degenerate into ‘assistants’. 
The best known was Northcote, who finds his place under the history painters, but one 
or two, who were portraitists, deserve a passing mention. The best was Thomas Beach 
(1738-1806) a man from the West Country, who was a pupil of Reynolds about 1760/2 
and finally settled in Bath, from at least 1769 until a few years before his death. In the 
middle 1770s Beach would spend a few months in London, but his chief practice was in 
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Bath itself, or in the West Country, in which he would make a summer tour, visiting a 
succession of country houses at which he was commissioned to paint portraits. His work 
can be followed from about 1768, when it owed a good deal to Reynolds’s formulas, up 
to about 1800. It is never without a certain individual character and includes a number of 
group portraits (which are never 'conversation pieces’). These have a certain agreeable 
gaucherie in their composition, but his single busts or half-lengths arc at least as good as 
Becchey’s, whose work they anticipate, and have no disagreeable modishness. 

Reynolds’s only other direct pupil who merits notice is William Doughty, who died 
in 1782 on his way to India. He was a native of York and studied with Reynolds (r. 1775- 
1778), but is best known as a mezzotint engraver. He did not often reach the level of the 
portrait of his chief patron, ‘William Mason’, now in the York Gallery, which is perhaps 
the closest to Reynolds in style of any work by his pupils. 


M 


161 



CHAPTER 17 


RICHARD WILSON (1713-82) 

Wilson fills much the same place in the development of a tradition of landscape painting 
in Britain that Reynolds docs in the development of portraiture. Both appear on the scene 
at the same kind of moment, v^^hen the ground had already been broken for the establish¬ 
ment of a new style; both were sons of the clergy and had some pretensions to scholarship; 
both were in Italy in the early 1750s and became saturated with the Mediterranean tradi¬ 
tion. But there the likeness ends and, in their outward circumstances, there was great 
disparity. Reynolds imposed his style upon contemporary public taste, but Wilson - 
although his qualities were always esteemed in the professional circle of artists and he 
became a foundation Royal Academician - had to wait until a generation after his death 
for serious appreciation. Reynolds had accommodating manners, a cool temper, and an 
eye for fame: Wilson had a sharp and explosive tongue and was no respecter of formality, 
and he loved his art more than his reputation. Wilson has less variety and range than 
Reynolds, nor did he steadily develop from strength to strength over a period of forty 
years: once formed his style changed little, and his best work was produced in a period 
of little more than twenty years. But it might be held that Wilson shows a greater 
intensity and power of creative imagination in establishing the classical British landscape 
than Reynolds required to establish the classical British portrait. His precursors had 
advanced less far along the road. 

It is still matter for surprise that Wilson’s landscapes met with such little success 
amongst an aristocracy which was modelling the landscape of its parks on the Italian 
scene, and hailed Claude as the master of the picturesque and Gaspard and Salvator Rosa 
as masters of the sublime. Wootton and Lambert had already introduced the conventions 
of Claude and Gaspard to some extent into British landscape painting. But a landscape to 
them was either a mere piece of decorative furniture or a record of an actual scene. It was 
Wilson who first charged the ‘landscape’ in Britain with the values of an independent 
work of art, sometimes - and in these he was less successful ~ by attempting the Grand 
Style and combining ‘history’ with landscape, and sometimes, which was his great achieve¬ 
ment, by infusing into his scene a feeling, either solemn or lyrical, for the divine element 
in nature which can best be apprehended by likening it to the feeling which is the constant 
theme of Wordsworth. One cannot sum this up more clearly than by quoting Ruskin’s 
words that with ‘Richard Wilson the history of sincere landscape art founded on a medi¬ 
tative love of nature begins in England’. 

We know something of Wilson’s own views on landscape from a story related by 
Beechey,' who once asked Wilson whom he considered the best landscape painter, and 
received the reply: ‘Claude for air and Gaspard for composition and sentiment.... But 
there arc two painters whose merit the world does not yet know, who will not fail here¬ 
after to be highly valued, Cuyp and Mompers.’* Even without tliis, we should have no 
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difficulty in claiming Claude, Gaspard, and Cuyp as the three principal ancestors of 
Wilson’s style. Indeed, in speaking of Claude and Gaspard, Wilson was doing no more 
than echo the prevailing views on those masters. The building up of a formal composition 
with a dark foreground, tree or rock masses at either side, and the eye carried in the centre 
to a far mountain distance, the gradations finely articulated by a sarcophagus, a temple, 
and other nostalgic memorials of an ancient or Arcadian civilization, and peopled with 
appropriate figures, are the elements of Claude’s formula. Gaspard, more than any other 
painter, had loved the sites at Tivoli, Frascati, Albano, and Ncini, which form much of 
the material ot Wilson’s repertory. From Cuyp, who was to come into liis own at the end 
of the century - with Wilson himself - he learned the devoted study of clouds and the 
play of light in northern climates, which is absent in Claude’s airy vault of Mediterranean 
sky, and a feeling for transient gleams of splendid light which can sometimes start tears 
in the beholders’ eyes. In his finest designs, when produced at moments of unclouded 
sensibility, these qualities are to be found. That he repeated these designs, sometimes with 
subtle variations, sometimes mechanically, sometimes with downright carelessness as 
mere pot-boiling (in liis latter days he called such compositions ‘good breeders’), is a 
matter for regret at times, but does not affect the value of the original inspiration. All 
Wilson’s own work, even when slovenly in execution - and his own shortfalling has 
enabled much rubbish to pass to-day falsely under his name - retains something of tliis 
core of seriousness wliich lingers from its original inspiration and has a solid formal 
framework. We can perhaps appreciate this most easily by comparing it with the work 
of a popular rival, who had been friendly with Wilson in Italy, Francesco Zuccarelli. 

ZuccarcUi (1702-88) was a painter of Tuscan origin who had found success at Venice 
in the production of fancy landscapes in rather watered imitation of Marco Ricci. He 
was in London from 1752 to 1762 and again in 1765,-“ when he became a foundation 
member of the Royal Academy, but he was back in Venice by 1772. In London he met 
with great success and Windsor Castle is still full of his facile works. Some contemporary 
critics held it against George III that, just as he patronized Ramsay and neglected Reynolds, 
he patronized Zuccarelli and neglected Wilson — and the charge seems true enough. 
Wilson’s first biographer relates a story that, soon after Wilson’s return from Italy (prob¬ 
ably about 1758) a group of artists who considered themselves the arbiters of taste came 
to a resolution ‘that the manner of Mr Wilson was not suited to the English taste, and 
that, if he hoped for patronage, he must change it for the lighter style of ZuccarclH’.^ 
Wilson’s style seemed solemn and severe (which indeed are his virtues) and his con¬ 
temptuous refusal to change to the lighter style lost him much success. Zuccarclli’s style is 
indeed ‘light’. Although a few of his pictures include compositions from classical story 
treated in the spirit of a snuff-box, the bulk of them are loosely composed picturesque 
views of a predominantly Itahan caste, peopled with shepherds or contadine. This passion 
for the frivolous was by no means confined only to George III and an echo of the same 
sort of complaint can be heard in Reynolds’s Fourteenth Discourse, when he objects, of 
Wilson, that he has been ‘guilty... of introducing gods and goddesses, ideal beings, into 
scenes which were by no means prepared to receive such personages. His landscapes were 
in rcahty too near common nature to admit supernatural objects.’ It looks as though Sir 
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Joshua were not willing that two people should introduce the Grand Style into England, 
and, when he goes on to say that to do what Wilson was trying to do ‘requires a mind 
thrown back two thousand years, and, as it were, naturalized in antiquity, like that of 
Niccolo Poussin’, he seems also to be passing unfavourable judgement on his own works. 
To-day Wilson’s landscapes do not seem to be too near to common nature, and Wilson 
never laid claim to emulating the heroic landscapes of Nicolas Poussin. Rather he was 
creating a new genre out of Claude and Gaspard, which one might have thought specific¬ 
ally appropriate to the taste of Northern gentlemen who were steeped in classical culture. 
His figure-scale is larger than Claude’s and his Italian landscapes with classical figures are 
meant rather as nostalgic evocations of the ideal landscape of the Mediterranean world 
visibly inhabited by the proper persons, either mythological or historical - Diana and her 
nymphs at Nemi, and Cicero and his friends at Arpinum. His views of Nemi in fact are 
as convincing with classical beings in the foreground as they are when peopled only by 
the monks from the Convent at Genzano, or mere nameless figures from the con¬ 
temporary scene. 

Wilson was a Welshman, bom at Penegoes in Montgomeryshire. He was apprenticed 
to a portrait painter in London and became himself a portraitist at least as advanced as, and 
of equal distinction with, anyone working in London in the middle of the 1740s. His 
‘Admiral Thomas Smith’ (Plate 128a) at Greenwich (engraved 1746: a rather less free full- 
length variant of 1744 is at Hagley) is very httle below Hogarth in its genial interpretation 
of character and in the attractive quality of its paint surface. But he was not suited by 
temperament to be a fashionable portraitist, and that he had leanings towards landscape 
painting at this time is clear from the fact that the pictures he chose to contribute to the 
collection at the Foundling Hospital in 1746 were two small circular prospects of London 
hospitals which are executed in a style very close to that of George Lambert. He had 
certainly painted a view of Dover before 1747^ and it is possible that he had begun also 
to specialize in ’views of gentlemen’s seats’ before he left for Venice late in 1750. In the 
general liistory of British painting, however, his work is of little moment before his 
Italian journey and his decision, made after 1750, to become a painter of landscape. 

Wilson remained in Venice (where he painted a few portraits, such as those at Cardiff 
and in the Tate Gallery) from about November 1750 until at least the latter part of 
1751. Then, still torn between landscape and portrait, according to William Lock who 
was his fellow traveller, he passed through Rimini and Florence and reached Rome by 
January 1752.^ It was Rome - and perhaps, in some slight degree, the encouragement of 
Vemet - which settled his uncertainty, and from 1753 he can be considered only as a 
painter of landscapes. 

Wilson remained based on Rome from 1752 until 1756 or 1757. He ranged as far up 
the Tiber Valley as Temi and Narni and he went south, probably with Lord Dartmouth, 
to the classical sites round Naples, but it was the Roman Campagna which won his heart, 
as it had won Gaspard Poussin’s a century earUer. The landscape of the Campagna did for 
Wilson what Michelangelo’s and Raphael’s works did for Reynolds during the same years. 
It saturated him with an ideal beauty firom which his imagination was never to escape. 
From Claude he no doubt learned the bare grammar of classical landscape, but he studied 
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the scene on the spot, with its accidents of cloud and shadow, as Claude himself had done 
in his drawings. Wilson’s own drawings on the ground are little more than memoranda, 
sometimes only of rocks or tombs or antique fragments. They have nothing of Claude’s 
splendours about them and may rather be compared with the drawings such Dutchmen 
as Bcrghem must have brought back with them, which were to serve them for painting 
Italian scenes for the rest of their lives. But Wilson also had some practice in making draw- 
ings of studio compositions of the Roman scene, such as the series he made for Lord Dart¬ 
mouth in 1754-^ He probably also made a set of such compositional models or patterns for 
himself, and at least half of his output after his return to England was of Italian scenes. 
Except for a few favourite compositions such as the ‘Bridge at Rimini’, these fall mainly 
into two groups, scenes from the country immediately round Rome, Tivoli, Albano, 
Castelgandolfo, and Nenii, and scenes from the classic landscape of the Phlegraean fields. 
Cape Misenum, the Lucrine Lake, the Lago di Agnano, and the Bay of Baiae. 

A few large paintings can be identified with certainty, from their bearing dates, as 
having been painted during Wilson’s years in Rome. Two companion pictures, one dated 
1753, are in Lord Dartmouth’s collection, and one, dated 1755, is at Wrotham Park (Plate 
140B). In these the tone is muted, almost subdued, and has none of that clear, hard brilliance 
of high Italian summer wliich we find in some of his later repetitions. The figures arc 
meditative and pastoral, never classical, and in the Wrotham picture Wilson re-uses an 
old motif which makes it almost an account of his own feelings for his Italian years. Two 
classically dressed shepherds are conversing near a tombstone, on which is written ‘Ego 
fui in Arcadia’. ZuccareUi was to be commissioned in 1760 by a Scottish patron, to do 
a picture with a similar tomb, which was to symbolize that his Grand Tour days were 
over, but Wilson invests his picture with a melancholy poetry unknown to ZuccareUi, 
and the nostalgia, which is a prominent element in liis style, is here unusually expheit. It 
may be that Wilson also did a few oil studies more or less on the spot wliilc in Italy. Such 
a picture as the ‘Lago di Agnano’ (Plate 140A) at Oxford, with its unforced range of tone 
and its lack of the dramatic contrasts which are natural in the studio, can hardly have been 
produced in any other way. It is nearer to Corot’s early Roman studies than to any other 
paintings, and it suggests what possibilities were latent in Wilson’s art if the times had 
been ripe for their development. One or two of the late battered sketches in the National 
coUections, which were among Wilson’s possessions at his death, reveal that he went on 
painting such things for his own pleasure into later life. 

Wilson was settled in London by 1758 and we are on less secure ground for his chrono¬ 
logy in his later years. But his work falls readily into three categories, the later Italian 
views, the interpretations of the British landscape scene, and commissioned views of 
country houses. These can most easily be considered in turn, premising that he seems to 
have done httlc work beyond copying his own old compositions after about 1774, and he 
retired to Wales, a broken man, about a year before his death in 1782. 

The Italian landscapes can be divided into two classes, the dramatic ‘histories’ in the 
Grand Style, and the more tranquil compositions, whether peopled by divinities or 
peasants. The dramatic histories, at which Sir Joshua tilts in his Discourses, are very few in 
number (not more than half a dozen) but arc important as they arc presumably the 
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pictures with which Wilson hoped to obtain the highest class of patronage. Probably all 
were painted before the foundation of the Academy in 1768 and they were finely engraved 
between 1761 and 1768. The earhest (? c. 1760/1) seems to have been the ‘Niobc’ (Plate 
142) of which the finest (though perhaps not the earhest) recension was the picture in the 
Tate Gallery destroyed during the war. It is hardly distinguishable in spirit from Gaspard 
Poussin and it is difficult not to consider Reynolds’s strictures as provoked by jealousy. 
That they were felt as justified by others, however, seems indicated from the fact that 
Wilson himself later tried to introduce more Salvatorial figures into such a scene (as in 
‘The Unransomed’ at Port SunUght) and that the classical figures in liis later ‘histories’, 
such as ‘Apollo and the Seasons’, are hardly to be distinguished from pastoral personages. 

The remaining Italian views make up about half of Wilson’s output after he had re¬ 
turned to London. They are sunnier and more glowing - as if enriched by memory - than 
the scenes painted in Italy, and later versions are richer and more buttery in pigment than 
the earlier. But, aside from mere pot-boiUng copies, they are wonderfully true in tone 
and have very little air of having been confected in the studio. Of certain popular designs, 
such as ‘The White Monk’, there arc at least a dozen originals, each varying a little in the 
number or disposition of the figures, or in the contour of the distant hills. Tliis does not 
indicate, as similar duplicates perhaps do in El Greco, a constant search for perfection of 
composition, but simply that, like all true artists who arc forced by circumstances to 
repeat themselves, he could not bear to be always merely copying. In some arrangements 
there are adaptations which almost amount to a new picture, and the way, for instance, in 
which Wilson has converted the small upright design engraved as ‘Hadrian’s Villa’ (of 
which one of the best versions is in the National Gallery) into a new oblong picture in the 
example at Manchester (Plate 141B), shows the bent of his art. 

It is, however, in his interpretations of the British scene that Wilson made his most 
original contributions to landscape painting, blis range of country is not very wide, Kew 
and Syon House, the Thames and Windsor Park, certain districts in the South-West, and, 
above all, the streams and mountains of his native Wales. His Welsh views are the cream 
of his work and he saw the country with a mind rich in memories of the Roman Cam- 
pagna. His eye sought those aspects of the country which fell into the classic mould, and 
he composed landscape true to the tones of Wales but invested with the authority of the 
classical tradition. Sometimes we may wonder whether the river is the Arno or the Dee 
and, in a picture hke ‘A Road by a River’ (Plate 145) at Gosford House, the air of Italy 
is so strong and the effect of the design (which unexpectedly echoes Canaletto) so power¬ 
ful, that we have to look hard to distinguish the British figures and hollyhocks and the 
British trees. Such pictures are not imitations of Claude or the Old Masters, but the 
application of one of the great traditions of landscape painting, in a quite personal way, 
to the native scene. In what is perhaps the finest of all his designs, the ‘Snowdon’ (of which 
there are admirable examples both at Liverpool (Plate 143) and Nottingham), he pro¬ 
duced the most classical of all British landscapes under the stress of the same deep feeling 
for mountain scenery as inspired so much of the finer portion of Wordsworth’s poetry. 
Its deep sincerity shines out most fuUyifit is compared with Turner’s briUiant imitations of 
this kind of Wilson, which always keep something of a borrowed sentiment about them. 
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In another field Wilson continued the line which had been marked out by George 
Lambert and brought the ‘country house portrait* to its finest perfection. It may be that 
the singular view of‘Old Chatsworth House* (Duke of Devonshire), as it was at the close 
of the seventeenth century and based on a drawing by Siberechts, was painted before his 
Italian journey. The View of Croome Court’ (lent by the Earl of Coventry to the 
Birmingham Gallery; Plate 141 a) was painted for fifty guineas in 1758/9 to hang in 
the house depicted, as a companion, by a certain irony, to a ‘Rape of Europa’ by 
Zuccarelli. The Italianatc mansion is shown in a classical design which combines 
faithfulness to the character of English park scenery with a certain poetic licence in 
the topographical treatment. Other views of this kind followed. The ‘Moor Park* 
1765 series (Marquess of Zetland) is only a fine continuation of the tradition of 
Lambert; but the five ‘Views of Wilton’, of uncertain date but probably fairly early, 
arc of the highest originality. Picturesque views are taken of the house and park from 
all points: one is painted in emulation of a ‘blue’ Claude, another of a ‘pink’ Claude; 
the compositions of Dutch painters such as de Koninck are used as models, and bold 
experiments in light, such as the ‘South View of Wilton from Temple Copse* (Plate 
144), combine a close study of local atmospheric effects with the attempt at rivalling 
Ruisdael in a coup de solciL The whole series is a succession of poems in the picturesque 
style unrivalled in the painting or poetry of the age, and has never been surpassed. In liis 
romantic prospect of‘Houghton House* (Royal Academy, 1771: Woburn), Wilson is 
obviously emulating Ruisdael’s views of the ‘Castle of Bentheim’; and in ‘Muswell Hill 
with Minchenden House’ (Royal Academy, 1775: Stonelcigli Abbey) Philips de Koninck 
is again the model. Occasionally Turner, in his ‘Somcr Hill* (Edinburgh), or Constable 
continued this tradition of portraits of country houses, but Wilson explored the whole 
range of this specially British field and established the models which his successors have 
been more or less bound to follow. Since W. G. Constable’s exhaustive book on Wilson 
was published, it has been possible to appreciate Wilson as one of the major masters in 
the history of the British school.’ 

Rivals and Followers of Wilson 

Worldly success, which passed Wilson by, was for a time liberally accorded to his 
younger contemporary George Barret (i732?-84), an Irishman whose landscapes were 
uncharitably (but not altogether unpcrceptively) described by Wilson as ‘spinach and 
eggs*. Barret formed his landscape style in Ireland, in the Park at Powerscourt and amid 
the mildly Salvatorial scenery of the Dargle, and settled in London in 1762. In England he 
soon speciahzed in the painting of landscapes faithfully representing a particular spot oj 
picturesque view, usually witliin the private demesne of a noble patron. He was a founda¬ 
tion member of the Royal Academy; and at the first Academy exhibition, whereas 
Wilson’s pictures, as works of imagination, are simply entitled ‘a landskip*, Barret’s scenes 
are particularized to the nearest milestone. Barret had a sound sense of what was pic¬ 
turesque in a commonplace way, he was troubled neither with the knowledge nor the 
love of classic landscape, and he provided what his noble patrons wanted. The dukes of 
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Portland and Bucclcuch were his most notable patrons, and his best work can be seen in 
their collections to-day. In later life he tried to imitate something of Wilson’s classical 
manner, but his design lacks Wdson’s authority, his tone Wilson’s sureness, and his trees 
Wilson’s sense of organic growth. His work is chiefly interesting to-day as serving, by 
comparison with its prose, to set off the poetic quality of Wilson’s vision. 

Next in age after Barret was William Marlow (1740-1813), who had been a pupil of 
Samuel Scott from 1754 to 1759, but is also listed by Wright among Wilson’s pupils. 
His use of paint, in his best works, comes very close to Wilson, and the pattern of liis 
career also resembles that of Wilson, except that, at the end of his life, Marlow never 
lacked money. From 1762 to 1765 Marlow travelled England and Wales as a wandering 
landscape painter, but the patronage of the Duchess of Northumberland enabled him to 
travel in France and Italy from 1765 to 1768. From the studies made on these journeys he 
produced French and Italian views for the rest of his life, repeating, like Wilson, favourite 
patterns. His prevailing tone is silvery and he experimented also in coast scenes in the 
style of Vernet, in admirable views (more literal than Wilson’s) of country houses, such 
as the four of 1772 at Castle Howard, and even in such freaks of fancy as what Canaletto 
had called capricci. The Tate Gallery has a picture of St Paul’s in which a Venetian canal has 
taken the place of Ludgate Hill (Plate 146), and in which the styles of Scott and Wilson 
meet. The topographer and the painter of picturesque landscape meet on the same canvas, 
as if to explain the fusion of the two styles which was taking place in the middle of the 
eighteenth century. By 1785 Marlow had retired professionally and only continued to 
paint a few landscapes for his own amusement. 

Of the painters whose style was wholly formed by Wilson, only Thomas Jones (1743- 
1803) and William Hodges (1744-97) deserve attention, for Joseph Farington (1747- 
1821), although later a personality of high importance in the art world, was of little 
account as a painter. Thomas Jones, like Wilson a Welshman of good family, was at first 
educated for the Church: but he became a pupil of Wilson in 1762, first exhibited in¬ 
dependently in 1765, and spent the years 1776 to 1782/3 in Italy, mainly at Rome and 
Naples. He painted some ambitious ‘histories’ in the style Wilson was practising in the 
1760s (the most famous is at Leningrad), and, while in Italy, painted a few Italian views 
saturated with memories of Wilson, but lacking his sureness of tone and betraying rather 
a botanist’s interest in foreground plants. He had little of value to contribute of his own 
and was much less of a personality than Hodges.^® 

William Hodges (1744-97) was probably the most accomplished painter of fake 
Wilsons. He studied with Wilson c. 1763/6, and his style in 1772* was so close to his 
master’s that rather more than the evidence of the eye is needed to distinguish between 
the two. But he did not meet with much success in London and, in 1772, Joined Captain 
Cook’s second voyage to the South Pacific as official landscape painter. He was employed 
on this journey 1772 to 1775, and he later visited India from 1780 to 1784. Something 
‘strange’ in nature or architecture was needed to bring out Hodges’ best qualities and he 
succeeded to a considerable extent ‘in combining the documentary with the picturesque 
without sacrificing the requirements of either',’ A number of his views in the South 
Pacific were done for the Admiralty (he repeated them also for commercial purposes) and 
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arc now at Greenwich and the ‘Tahiti’ (Plate 147A) is a characteristic example. Wilson’s 
rules of picture making and teclinique are both apparent, but Hodges skilfully adapted 
them to exotic material, to which he gave an air of documentary fidelity. He became a 
Royal Academician in 1787 and travelled in Europe, but his original contribution to 
landscape is Umited to his handling of his Pacific and Indian sketches with few exceptions. 
He abandoned painting for banking in 1795 and committed suicide two years later. 
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THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH 


Gainsborough is the most difficult to assess fairly of all the major painters who make 
up the first great age of the native British School. His genius was lyrical: it developed 
altogether independently of the Mediterranean tradition, which cast a dominating shadow 
over the work of his chief contemporaries; his mind was wholly without the strong 
intellectual bias of Reynolds’s, and sought its recreation with music and musicians and 
not in literature and the society of hotnmes de lettres. Yet he seemed, even to Reynolds, an 
artist of sufficient stature to become, after his death, the central theme of one of the Dis¬ 
courses (the Fourteenth) which he delivered at the Royal Academy prize-giving - an 
honour he accorded to no one else. For Reynolds his rival, because he never attempted 
‘history’, was a ‘genius in a lower rank of art’; yet he observes that ‘if ever tliis nation 
should produce genius sufficient to acquire to us the honourable distinction of an English 
School, the name of Gainsborough will be transmitted to posterity, in the history of the 
art, among the very first of that rising name’. What he is captivated with in Gains¬ 
borough’s art is ‘the powerful impression of nature, which he exhibited in his portraits 
and in his landscapes, and the interesting simplicity and elegance of his little ordinary 
beggar children’. Reynolds’s detailed comments are still the most judicious account of 
Gainsborough’s virtues, in spite of, and because of, the fact that they were to some extent 
wrung from his reluctant admiration by a style and an approach to painting which were 
the reverse of his own. To Reynolds Gainsborough seemed something of what we should 
to-day call an ‘impressionist’, allowing too much to be filled in by the spectator: yet he 
praises ‘his manner of forming all the parts of a picture together’, and the great protagonist 
of the study of the Antique and of the Italian masters praises Gainsborough because ‘he 
very judiciously applied himself to the Flemish school’ and because ‘liis grace was not 
academical or antique, but selected by himself from the great school of nature’. 

Nor can we do better than begin an attempt at appraising Gainsborough’s work by 
asserting with Reynolds that he possessed the ‘quality of lightness of manner and effect... 
to an unexampled degree of excellence’ and that ‘whether he most excelled in portraits, 
landscapes, or fancy pictures, it is difficult to determine’. The great mass of his surviving 
work is in portraiture, yet he several times complains in letters that he painted portraits 
only for a living and that his heart was in landscapes -- and to-day he is mainly thought of 
as the only serious rival to Reynolds in portraits. An intelligent contemporary, who had 
been admirably painted by both Reynolds and Gainsborough, writes in 1787 to her 
husband that she cannot bear anyone having a Sir Joshua of him but herself, but that she 
thinks ‘a daub by Gainsborough’ would do well enough for his College.’ By a ‘daub’ she 
probably meant only a sketchy, ‘impressionist’ likeness, and not what we would mean 
to-day. She realized that the full man would emerge only from the more intellectual and 
psychological approach of Reynolds, and it is true that Gainsborough is at his best with 
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sitters who have almost no positive character and can be treated as arabesques with that 
lightness of manner and effect wliich made Lady Spencer call them ‘daubs’, and which 
causes them to become to-day, if they have been badly cleaned, little but expensive 
smudges. His landscapes present the same relation to reality and arc animated by the same 
pervasive rhythm. For them we have Gainsborough’s own words in a letter to Lord 
Hardwicke^ that ‘if liis Lordship wishes to have anything tolerable of the name of Gains¬ 
borough, the subject altogether, as well as figures &c., must be of his own brain’. Curiously 
enough, it is in his ‘fancy pictures’ that he came closest to the direct imitation of nature, 
for he selected his ‘little ordinary beggar children’ (as Reynolds incorrectly called them, 
for they were far from ‘ordinary’) from a model or models which came close to liis own 
ideal of the beauty of innocence in children. In all three genres his prevailing interest as a 
painter was the same - in the beauty of fleeting effects of shadovr and texture. This led 
him not only to do much of his painting by candlelight, but also to dislike increasingly for 
his finished pictures the glare of public exhibitions, so that he finally withdrew altogether 
from showing his pictures at the Royal Academy. Gainsborough is thus a painter apart 
from the main stream of British painting during the first hundred years of the Academy’s 
life - perhaps up to the time of Rossetti - in that he never submitted to the tyramiy of the 
‘exhibition picture’. In the same way he never submitted (or did submit so rarely as makes 
no matter) to the co-operation of the drapery painter. In all his works he was something 
of a lyrical individualist and it is this quality which makes him so hard to judge fairly in 
an age of reason. 

Reynolds and Wilson made their great contributions to the British school on the side 
of‘sense’, Gainsborough’s was all on the side of‘sensibility’. Gainsborough’s first direct 
heir in British painting was Constable. On looking at Gainsborough’s landscapes, says 
Constable, ‘we find tears in our eyes, and know not what brings them’, so that it will be 
seen that a history of British painting which closes with the dawn of the romantic age must 
treat Gainsborough as something of an isolated phenomenon. It would be convenient if, 
following the remarks of Reynolds and of most contemporary commentators, we could 
see in Gainsborough an artist who really sought his inspiration direct from nature, and 
specifically from the English scene. But, unfortunately, the better we know Gains¬ 
borough, the further this view seems to be from the truth. Wc have his own word for it 
that he held no very high opinion of the beauties of English landscape in the raw, and that 
his pictures had to be the creations of his own brain; and wc even know that, towards the 
close of his life, he painted landscapes from little models made up of moss and pebbles, 
which he had arranged in his studio. Yet, if we compare them with the landscapes of 
painters from any other country, there remains something incomparably English about 
them, a perception of Hght and a feeling of EngUsh woodland growth. There can be no 
doubt that he loved to draw the rural scene direct, but the result was always transmuted 
into lyrical terms. 

In the Victoria and Albert Museum is a drawing wrongly ascribed to Fuseli of Gains¬ 
borough sketching in the country, which is not without satirical overtones. It shows a 
gay, almost raffish, person reclining at case, rather than settled with the high-minded 
earnestness of purpose of a pure artist communing with nature. He is drawing the 
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landscape but his eye is at least as busily directed at a promising female form which diversi¬ 
fies the scene. I cannot help feeling that wc shall come much nearer to understanding 
Gainsborough’s work if wc approach it after this first revealing glimpse of the man, than 
if, as was proper for Reynolds, we come to him with a letter of introduction from Dr 
Johnson. Gainsborough’s art is gay, nervous, and full of ‘enthusiasm’: he was endowed 
with a heaven-sent sensibility to linear rhythms, and he loved the use of line in drawing 
and that effect in painting which he called ‘the touch of the pencil*. Where Reynolds’s 
figures arc all fee-fi-fo-fuin, standing solidly planted in English parks, Gainsborough’s 
are sometimes almost wraiths, exhalations of the autumn foliage. Reynolds concentrates 
on mass and solid textures: Gainsborough loves everything which is flickering and 
evanescent, the play of shadow on a silk dress in movement, and his most astounding 
prodigies of painting can only be enjoyed to-day when, as in the ‘Queen Charlotte’ at 
Windsor, the old concealing, discoloured varnish has been removed and the texture of 
the painting below has remained unharmed. 

In character he was blithe, optimistic, etijoue: everything that Reynolds was not. His 
letters are delightfully incautious and one of his daughters admitted to Farington that he 
would sometimes give way to conviviality to such an extent that he was imable to paint 
for a day or two. He was very good company and had no fine manners, and Mr Whitley, 
whose biography, in the matter of documentation, is one of the best things ever written on 
an English painter, seems to me to have falsified Gainsborough’s character (and our under¬ 
standing of his art) by trying to make him out to be much more of a model of the domestic 
virtues than he was. But, with all his ‘Bohemian’ leanings, he too, like Reynolds, must 
have been a prodigious worker. Wc have at present record of more than seven hundred 
portraits^ (about 125 of them full-lengths), pretty well all painted, as all Reynolds’s were 
not, with his own hand; perhaps two or three hundred landscapes of various sizes, a few 
fancy pieces, and an enormous quantity of landscape drawings. 

Thomas Gainsborough was the son of a once prosperous cloth-merchant of Sudbury. 
He was the youngest of five sons (and there were also four daughters) and was born in 
1727. He showed a decided leaning towards painting at an early age (conflicting evidence 
says towards landscape or portraiture) and was sent to London, with a view to becoming 
an artist, about 1740. The evidence about his training is obscure and conflicting, but a 
hypothetical account of his Hfe between 1740 and about 1753, when he was settled in 
Ipswich, might be something like the following: these years were spent mainly in London, 
with periodic visits to Suffolk; the last few years mainly in Sudbury. He had no academic 
training, but two influences predominated: the influence of Gravelot, with whom he 
worked in London as an assistant in his engravings (before 1745), and the influence of 
Dutch seventeenth-century painters (notably Ruisdael and Wynants), whom he copied 
whenever he could and whose works he restored for dealers in London. This combined 
French and Dutch influence orientated him away from the prevailing Mediterranean 
tradition, but the French and the Dutch styles pulled in opposing directions. Gravelot’s 
influence made for daintiness in the figure and for an emphasis on the city-dweller’s con¬ 
ception of the pastoral idea in the tradition of Boucher and the lesser Frenchmen of the 
time: the Dutchmen brought him back to nature, but with the presupposition that nature 


172 



THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH 


needed ‘composing'. To these influences must be added the fact that Gainsborough him¬ 
self was clearly most sensitive to the specific beauties of the Suffolk scene, to the play of 
light on the trees, to the movements of clouds, and to the details of leafy growth. At the 
very end of this period, perhaps on a short visit to London in the early 1750s, Gains¬ 
borough seems to have come into direct contact with Hayman and to have been influenced 
by his figure style. 

The certainly datable pictorial and other evidence for these years is rather meagre, 
but it is enough for our purpose. In 1745, no doubt on a visit to Suffolk, he painted a 
portrait of a dog named Bumper (more or less a bull-terrier, but described on the back 
of the canvas as ‘a most remarkable sagacious Cur') wliich now belongs to Sir Edmund 
Bacon. In tliis Gainsborough’s neat and natural touch and sense of the tone of tree and 
cloud in Suffolk landscape is already perfectly developed. In July 1746 he married in 
London (at Dr Keith's Chapel, which secured only legality and not parental consent) a girl 
named Margaret Burr, who added to personal charm (which declined as she grew older) 
the substantial advantage of having an annual allowance of ^£200, which was paid to her 
as being a natural daughter of a Duke of Beaufort. In 1748, certainly in London, he painted 
the view of‘The Charterhouse’ (Plate 148), which he presented that year to the Foundling 
Hospital, as one of the series of views ofLondon Hospitals contributed by Richard Wilson, 
Wale, and Haytley. Among its companions, which have all a topographical intention, it 
was a revolutionary work. Its companions all show the general plan and aspect of the 
building, but this is purely a picturesque landscape, with the emphasis on the play of light 
and shade, with the clouds as important as the buildings, and with the main emphasis on 
two children playing on the flagstones in a patch of sunlight. It is the loveliest and the most 
natural English landscape that had been painted up to date, the work of a youth of twenty- 
one. If the taste of the time had encouraged Gainsborough to continue on these lines, 
which were clearly natural to liis genius, we may fairly suppose that he would have 
anticipated Constable. But it was not to be. 

At the close of 1748, at Sudbury, where he had gone to help wind up his father’s estate, 
he seems to have finished (perhaps, in its present form, to have painted entirely) the picture 
known as ‘Gainsborough’s Forest* (Plate 151) in the National Gallery. We have his own 
authority for its date, and it is an epitome of his early, artificial, landscape style, what he 
calls, in a letter written at the end of his life,^ his ‘imitations of little Dutch landscapes'. 
All the component details are Suffolk, and the light and tone are the very breath of a native 
English landscape, yet tlie composition is intensely artificial, a blend of Ruisdael and 
Wynants, with the eye carried far into the distance, down a break in the trees, by a winding 
sandy lane, with a horseman or a pedestrian to articulate each bend, to a distant church 
spire on the horizon. The foreground weeds, the donkeys, the flying duck, all the re¬ 
sources of composition he had learned from the then still unfashionable Dutch naturahst 
painters, arc combined in tliis almost classic work, and it is not surprising tliat, when 
Boydcll bought it in 1788, at the end of Gainsborough's life, and had it engraved, it 
should have been regarded as something of a phenomenon - for its Dutch prototypes 
were then beginning to come again into fashion. Gainsborough never again in his Suffolk 
period, which lasted until 1759, put all his learning into one composition, for there is 
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matter in this for half a dozen of his normal little Suffolk landscapes. But it serves perhaps 
better than any other picture to epitomize his first landscape style, and it show^s very clearly 
the subordinate part which the direct representation of nature played even in his earHest 
landscapes. 

Not long after this, probably not later than 1749, Gainsborough painted one of the 
first, and certainly the loveliest, of his portrait groups, ‘Mr and Mrs Andrews* (Plate 150). 
In this, for the first time, the old tradition of the ‘conversation piece’ becomes transmuted 
in the hands of an artist for whom the portrait and the landscape are both of equal interest. 
There is a dewy freshness about this picture, a friendly naturalness of vision of an artist as 
yet untainted by any preoccupation with fashionable taste, which makes it one of the 
eccentric masterpieces of English painting. In a sense it is at once the promise and fulfil¬ 
ment of all that Gainsborough might have been. For another fifteen years Gainsborough 
tried fitfully, in a series of experiments in compromise, to paint the English country 
gentleman at ease in the native English landscape, but it found no favour with his clients 
and he had at last to fall back on the kind of landscape setting as artificial as the Victorian 
photographer’s backdrop. 

It may well be that we must credit (or blame) Gainsborough himself for first experi¬ 
menting with the artificial backdrop. The ‘Heneage Lloyd and his Sister’ at Cambridge 
can be only very little later than ‘Mr and Mrs Andrews’, and yet much of the fresliness and 
lack of sophistication of the earlier picture has evaporated. Even in the matter of the 
lighting there is no common bond between the figures and the landscape, and the sugges¬ 
tion that the whim was Gainsborough’s own and not his patron’s becomes probable when 
we find him exploiting the two modes in portraits of the same family. The ‘Unknown 
Lady and Gentleman’ at Dulwich, resting by a stile in a lovely and natural Suffolk land¬ 
scape, are companions to the ‘Unknown Girl’ in the Cook collection at Richmond,^ who 
sits against the pompous backdrop of an Italianate villa. By the middle 1750s he had 
probably given up altogether portraiture on this neat and exquisite scale and turned to the 
more lucrative practice of portraits on the scale of hfe. 

It is generally believed that Gainsborough settled at Ipswich about 1752, and the date 
is probably correct to within a year: but it may well be that he was not so much a stranger 
to London at this time as is usually inferred. The next certainly dated landscapes are the 
two of 1755 at Woburn,® which enable us to place in the early 1750s the group of land¬ 
scapes with Suffolk scenes with a prevailing hot red-brown tone in the foreground, pinky- 
grey skies, and an abundance of swinging curves, which are the nearest an EngHsh painter 
ever got to the rococo style. The Woburn pictures, which were painted as overmantels, 
and thus to be considered as ‘furniture pieces’ rather than as serious landscapes, show an 
altogether different intention from the earlier ‘little Dutch landscapes’. It is probable that 
the inspiration behind their new style is French, and that one of the main channels of that 
style was Gainsborough’s remembrance of his time working for Gravelot. One of them 
is a rustic idyll: a milkmaid is resting her pails under a tree and is coyly half-refusing to give 
a bowl of milk to a boy who has been chopping wood (Plate 147B). The figures are a 
lovely echo in paint of Gravclot’s engravings, and the cow is richly and thickly executed 
in a manner (unparalleled elsewhere in Gainsborough) which almost suggests that he had 
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seen a Fragonard. In the other W oburn picture there is a group of figures loading a hay- 
cart in the background as naturally observed and as musical in rhythm as a passage from 
Watteau, and already heralding the spirit of his best landscapes of the Bath period. 

But commissions for such works were rare and his living was mainly made from por¬ 
traiture on the scale of life during his Ipswich years. We can discern how relatively ill at 
case he still was in tliis genre by comparing the commissioned portraits with a number of 
portraits of himself and of his own family wliich he painted for pleasure during these 
years. Secure dates are very scarce. The formal and gauche ‘Admiral Vemon’ (National 
Portrait Gallery) can be dated about 1754 * hi 1756 he dated a portrait of one of the 
officers of the First Dragoon Guards,’ who seem to have been stationed near Ipswich, 
for there is a companion portrait of a fellow officer, ‘Hon. Charles Hamilton’, 
(Tyninghame). This is beautifully drawn in the face, but the costume is still relatively hard 
and awkward. Gainsborough has set his head and shoulders in a feigned oval, wliich is 
based in design on the heavy fruited stone ovals of Mary Beale, but he has treated it with 
such fluency of paint and lightness of feeling that it gives the effect of a rococo setting. 
Here again we can discern the spirit of Gravclot and are reminded of the report that 
Gainsborough helped in engraving the decorations for the series of Houbraken’s Heads. 
As an example of the latest and maturest phase of Gainsborough’s Ipswich portraiture we 
can take the ‘William Wollaston’ (Christchurch Mansion, Ipswich; Plate 153), who can 
probably be dated about 1759 since the sitter was m.p. for Ipswich. His fondness for music 
obviously made him a sympathetic sitter and the result, though it shows, almost for the 
first time, Gainsborough’s mature style as a fashionable portrait artist, has an informality 
that few Members of Parliament would have appreciated. 

But his potential capacity as a portraitist only comes out in these years when there is no 
question of pleasing a patron. The lovely unfinished bust of himself belonging to the 
Marchioness of Cholmondeley is dated by good tradition about 1754, and the likeness in 
handling to the Woburn milkmaid gives a date of about 1755/6 for the picture of‘Gains¬ 
borough’s Daughters chasing a Butterfly’ (National Gallery; Plate 149)* Tliis is one of the 
most enchanting, most original, most native, and most natural things in English painting. 
It is unfinished, as all Gainsborough’s private masterpieces tended to be - like the picture 
of the same two girls with a cat, of about two years later, also in the National Gallery; 
and perhaps we must put it into the same class as Hogarth’s ‘Servants’, of pictures outside 
the direct line of their artist’s development, wliich show what they might have been had 
they not been for ever involved in the economic system of their times. It is only in lyrical 
outbursts like these that we see Gainsborough’s full gifts, which makes him so difficult to 
judge against Reynolds whose full powers were displayed in the business of exploiting a 
splendid sitter. 

Gainsborough disposed of his house and furniture at Ipswich in October 1759 and 
moved to Bath, where he was established mitil he finally settled in London in the summer 
of 1774. Even during these years he paid periodical visits to London, but his main 
clientele was drawn from the fashionable visitors to Bath. It is clear that he was an instant 
success - he had, on his going, no one better than William Hoare to compete with, and the 
number of his portraits which date from about 1760 to 1764 is perhaps greater than the 
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number for any other period. It includes also more thoroughly dull portraits than any 
other period, and it is perhaps worth noting that Reynolds in London was also busiest 
during just these years and also produced more pedestrian work than at any other time. 

In the large world of fashion Gainsborough was very little known when he settled in 
Bath. By 1768, when the Royal Academy was formed in London, he was without hesita¬ 
tion asked to become a foundation member and he was the only portraitist so honoured 
who was not established in the metropolis. His first nine years at Bath were thus the 
period during which he gained this eminent position and the really formative years for 
his mature style. 

He set about to remodel himself on the example of Van Dyck, whose work he had had 
little chance to see before he moved to Bath. For he realized that the English aristocratic 
idea of elegance was modelled on notions imbibed from portraits by Van Dyck. That he 
visited Wilton we know, and he made a small copy from memory (aided by the engrav¬ 
ing) from Van Dyck's great family piece. Others of his large direct copies, such as the 
‘Lords John and Bernard Stuart’ (St Louis, Mo.), are imitations of rarely cxampled 
sympathy. The newly formed Society of Artists in London opened its first exhibition in 
London in 1760, but Gainsborough, who perhaps had nothing ready as yet of sufficiently 
ambitious scope, sent no picture to it until the exhibition of 1761. We can follow his 
exhibits yearly from then on until the first show of the Royal A cademy in 1769, when he 
transferred his allegiance to the new institution. The portraits that he sent were almost 
all his finest full-lengths and most can be identified to-day, and when we survey this series 
we cannot be surprised that through them and timely appearances in London, perhaps at 
least once a year, his reputation had spread by 1768 so that he was as well known there as 
in Bath. 

Yet he did not adapt his natural leaning towards a certain easy informality into the more 
solemn style, which the patrons of the age demanded, altogether easily. His first Bath 
portraits of men are the direct continuation of the late Ipswich style of the ‘William Wol¬ 
laston’. The ‘Earl Nugent’ (Corporation ofBristol) can be dated securely to 1760 and it is 
so nearly identical with the ‘Sir William St Quinton’ (Plate 152) at Scampston Hall, that 
the latter also must date from 1760. In this Gainsborough had the advantage of a sitter with 
whom he was on terms ofconsiderable friendship and his sympathetic power of presenting 
character is at its best. The picture is in the tradition of Hogarth rather than of Reynolds, 
and the lesson of Van Dyck appears only in the curtain in the background. The over¬ 
whelming impact of Van Dyck appears, however, in the first of his ambitious female full- 
lengths, which we know to have been begun the same year (its execution dragged on for 
some years), the ‘Miss Ford’ (soon to become ‘Mrs Thicknesse’) now at Cincinnati (Plate 
139). This was seen at Gainsborough’s house by Mrs Delany, on 23 October 1760, and 
her comment on it in her letter to Mrs D’Ewes reveals the kind of feeling which Gains¬ 
borough had to contend with in his patrons: ‘a most extraordinary figure,’ - she calls it - 
‘handsome and bold; but I should be very sorry to have anyone I loved set forth in such a 
manner.’ It was from people whom his patrons loved that Gainsborough hoped to earn his 
living by painting. He had to tame his perceptiveness and not make his ladies look ‘bold’. 
In the same way his gentlemen’s portraits at first must have looked to his sitters altogether 
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too easy and rural, too informal. The Poyntz*, with his dog and gun at Althorp, 

resting against a tree trunk, was sent to the Society of Artists in 1762, and in 1763 he sent 
‘Mr Medlycott (Watlington collection, Bermuda), who is sitting at ease on a rustic stile. 
We arc perhaps right in seeing in these a gallant attempt at popularizing a more or less 
informal type of full-length, in which Gainsborough would not have to contend with 
Reynolds on his own field. But commissions of this sort did not follow and Gainsborough 
settled down to a more solemn manner. 

How well he succeeded can be seen from the ‘Mrs William Henry Portman’ (lent by 
Viscount Portman to the Tate Gallery; Plate 156), which can be dated about 1767/8 from 
its close similarity of style with the securely datable ‘Duchess of Montagu’ at Bowhill. If 
we compare it with Reynolds’s ‘Lady Sarah Bimbiiry’ (Plate 131), its contemporary 
within a year or two, we can discern very clearly the difference between these two pre¬ 
eminent masters of their time - although one should add in fairness that the Reynolds is 
not one of his happiest creations. In Gainsborough’s picture the uniform beauty of the 
painting in face, hands and arms, dress, and even in the fragment of a Gainsborough land¬ 
scape in the room behind, is what most strikes one. It is lovely painting throughout, in 
harmony with the tender interpretation of the character of the lady, who was a widow of 
sixty. It is essentially modest in spirit and makes no claims which it cannot substantiate. 
The Reynolds is essentially immodest: it goes all out for an impression of grandeur and 
skimps the details. At this moment of his career Gainsborough reached the finest balance 
of observed truth and imagination. 

This golden period lasted for a few years only, from just before the founding of the 
Royal Academy in 1768 until a little after Gainsborough migrated from Bath to London. 
His most remarkable exhibit at the first Academy exhibition in 1769 w^as the ‘Isabella, 
Lady Molyneux’, later Coimtess of Sefton, still in Lord Sefton’s possession. It partakes of 
the same character as the ‘Mrs Portman’, and the figure, for all its lightness of painting in 
reflected silk, is solidly planted in the space and stands firmly upon her feet. When Gains¬ 
borough settled in London in 1774 he was at the height of his powers and he seems to have 
experienced no difficulty in finding a sufficient stream of sitters to keep him busy and 
bring in a substantial income. In fact he did not even exhibit at the Academy for the years 
1773 to 1775. By 1780 he had gained the patronage of the Court (who were tempera¬ 
mentally averse to Reynolds) and he sent to the Academy in 1781 the full-lengths, now at 
Windsor, of‘George III’ and ‘Queen Charlotte’, of which the latter is one of his most 
splendid pieces of painting. It is also among the latest of his really sohd portraits. 

For the portraits of Gainsborough’s later London years, although they include what 
are some of his most famous and most expensive masterpieces, arc strange, airy stuff. After 
a quarrel with the Academy in 1784 he never exhibited there again but held private ex¬ 
hibitions in his own house, where he could control the hanging and the lighting so that 
he had no need to give his pictures that weight and body which a portrait that must 
stand up to the rigours of an Academy exhibition requires. His genius became more and 
more feminine and fanciful, and the really memorable portraits of men of his London 
years are surprisingly few. The solid British male, in whose portraiture Reynolds excelled, 
was outside Gainsborough’s sympathy. His best male portraits of these years are of a few 
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dandies in the Prince of Wales’s world; of foreign musicians, such as his friend Abel and 
liis son-in-law, Fischer; and of young men in the flower of their almost feminine youth, 
such as the two ‘Swinburne’ portraits at Detroit, of 1785; or the ‘Samuel Whitbread* of 
1788 at Southill. The portrait of‘Johann Christian Fischer’ (Plate 158), the hautboy-player 
(Royal Academy, 1780) at Buckingham Palace, is perhaps the finest of these as a work of 
art. Yet its virtues, the very emphasis on the sitter’s sensibility, would put it beyond the 
pale as a portrait of an English gentleman of middle age (for Fischer was forty-seven when 
it was painted). The truth is that Gainsborough, in his latest years, was only supremely 
fitted to paint the portraits of lovely creatures who were all heart and sensibility. The 
finest of them arc ‘Mrs John Douglas’ 1784 at Waddesdon (Plate 159); ‘The Morning 
Walk’ 1785 (National Gallery, London; Plate 157) - an incomparable picture of young 
Jove; ‘Mrs Sheridan’ 1785/6 at Washington; and ‘Lady Batc-Dudley’ 1787 (Baroness 
Burton). These are celestial beings, devoid of the grosser qualities of human personality, 
almost the loveliest garden-statues come to life. They belong to a world as artificial and 
as tenderly melancholy as the creations of Watteau, but they arc life-size. They hardly 
belong to the history of portraiture so much as to the world of the ‘fancy pictures’ which 
Gainsborough was painting in his last few years. 

These fancy pictures (the name was given to them by Reynolds) may be said to have 
developed naturally out of the landscapes that Gainsborough was painting, at first more 
for his own pleasure than for profit, from the time he settled in Bath. Very few such 
landscapes seem to have found buyers before he moved to London, and there is no firmly 
established chronological series (as there is with his portraits) by which we can trace his 
development as a landscape painter. We may presume that a picture such as ‘Carthorses 
drinking at a Ford’ (Tate 310) dates from about 1762, since the trees and foliage recall the 
background to ‘Mr Poyntz’: and a ‘Milkmaid and Farmer’s Boy’ at Scampston has an old 
date of 1766 on its label and was probably exhibited at the Society of Artists that year. 
Both of these pictures are concerned with the same pictorial matter as the Woburn land¬ 
scapes of 1755. It is a countryside in which the details arc drawn from nature, inhabited by 
ideal small figures of persons of the peasant class whose life is unclouded by the existence 
of the world of towns or fashions - a sort offaubiyurg of Arcadia. As Gainsborough’s 
imagination matured, he got nearer to Arcadia itself. The landscape broadens, the horizons 
become vaster, beyond ranges of pearly hills, and the peasant inhabitants become more 
closely summarized and more ideally lovely. But they remain figures seen at a distance 
and do not take on the stature of life-size creatures. The great masterpieces of Gains¬ 
borough’s early mature landscape style, from the last years of his Bath period, are ‘The 
Harvest Wagon’ (Barber Institute, Birmingham; Plate 154), which was perhaps exhibited 
in 1767, and ‘Going to Market: Early Morning’ (f lolloway College, Egham), which was 
seen by Mrs Lybbc Powys at Stourhead in 1776. 

‘The Harvest Wagon’ can claim to be one of the supreme masterpieces of British paint¬ 
ing. It has a musical rhythm, kept exquisitely under control, both in the line and in the 
play of light and shade, and the single figures, both of people and horses, combine a genial 
naturalness with a perfection of grace which makes the most studied arrangement seem 
natural. The girls, probably taken from the painter’s own daughters, are lovely creatures, 
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fit inhabitants of a pastoral Arcadia. *lhey arc almost portraits, yet the distance from 
wliich they are seen gives them a certain generalized air which suggests that we are not 
peering too closely at an ideal world. Later, in his fancy pictures, Gainsborough was to 
try and take its actual portraiture. In terms of style the picture is almost Watteau rc 
created in an English landscape with ideal rustic humanity substituted for the fine ladies 
and fine gentlemen. If we compare it with the picture of‘The Mall, St James’s Park’ (Frick 
Gallery, New York), which Gainsborough painted about 1783 as what one might call a 
‘society’ equivalent, as a deliberate English Watteau, we can see how much was lost in the 
later transcription. Unpleasant as it still is for some of us to introduce the shade of Marx 
into the history of art, it may contribute to the understanding of Gainsborough to make 
plain that, unlike Reynolds, whose finest achievements owe a good deal to his sense of 
social values, Gainsborough’s supreme quality lay in his awareness that the beauty of the 
English scene lay in the lyrical exploitation of the world which lay outside the canons of 
social distinctions. 

After settling in London CJainsborough certainly found liimsclf more remote from the 
kind of nature wliich he took pleasure in studying directly. He seems to have fallen back 
on the great number of landscape studies which he had made and, with these and the little 
compositional models he made of pebbles, weeds, etc., to have become more and more 
artificial in the construction of his landscapes. From the earlier London years, up to about 
1780, he was perhaps preoccupied especially with the theme of ‘The Cottage Door’ (a 
townsman’s nostalgic view of the country), of which the finest horizontal design is at 
Cincinnati and the finest upright design (possibly Royal Academy, 1780) in the blunting- 
ton Foundation in California. There is a more artificial quality about these than in ‘The 
Harvest Wagon’. Trees ‘crowd into a shade’ more knowingly; and, in the Huntington 
picture, the young mother lias such an air of Mrs Sheridan in disguise that one can under¬ 
stand the absurd title long given to an unfinished study in the National collection as ‘Mrs 
Graham as a Housemaid’. The dift'erence between Gainsborough and his slightly earlier 
French parallels is that, whereas the French pictures were quite clearly, say, ‘Mile Clairon 
en bergere’, in Gainsborough’s there remains a certain ambiguity, and the protagonist 
seems rather to be a peasant woman who recalls Mrs Sheridan. There is even early evidence 
that Arcadia was giving way to Bohemia (the native country of Gainsborough’s musician 
friend, C. F. Abel), and Bohemia has more of a smack of the stage about it than Arcadia. 
In Mrs Piozzi’s old age, in 1807,* she writes about a landscape in her possession: ‘The 
subject cattle driven down to drink, & the first cow expresses something of surprize as if 
an otter lurked under the bank. It is a naked looking landscape - done to divert Abel the 
Musician by representing his Country Bohemia in no favourable light.... One should 
beware of trusting too much to Mrs Piozzi’s fancies, but her description puts us on the 
look-out for the curious overtones which lie in Gainsborough’s London landscapes. 

In 1781 Gainsborough experimented with sea pieces (one is in the Duke of West¬ 
minster’s collection) and he followed this in 17S3 vvith The mouth of the Thames at 
Melbourne, a picture which strangely anticipates Wilson Steer. But these pictures were not 
in the main current of Gainsborough’s style and the next change of a decisive character 
occurred the year of a visit to the Lake District in 1783. This may well have been a 
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deliberate visit to the most Gaspardesque scenery in England, since Gainsborough had 
already exhibited in the Academy of 1783 (just before his visit to the Lakes) a ‘Romantic 
Mountain Landscape* (Duke of Sutherland; Plate 155), wholly typical of the new style 
which his Lakeland visit encouraged. It was clearly an attempt at playing to the taste of 
the collecting classes, who were still hypnotized by the wild sublimities of the landscape 
style of Salvator Rosa and Gaspard Poussin. The smiling glades and happy pastoral figures 
have gone: shepherds live a more uneasy life at the mercy of a more inhospitable nature, 
but the ‘scenery’ (for such it is) is the creation of Gainsborough’s own fancy on the model 
of the sublimities of Salvator and Gaspard. 

But Gainsborough’s latest kind of picture, by wliich he set most store (for he charged 
the liighest prices for it) was tlie ‘fancy picture’, to whose invention he seems to have been 
inspired by seeing a version of one of Murillo’s paintings of the ‘CliUd St John’ in the later 
1770S.’ At the same time he discovered several models (notably cliildrcn) who seemed to 
combine remarkable and unsopliisticated beauty with the simplicity of common life. It 
was as if one of the figures in his Bath period landscapes had become real and could be 
treated on the scale of portraiture. His first experiment in this vein (which perished in a 
fire in 1810) was shown at the Academy of 1781. It was in the new spirit of the times, for 
a writer in the Gentleman s Magazine for 1780 (p. 76) writes, ‘... and you will find artists 
who know nothing of Greek or Latin, and can hardly talk English, paint a beggar-boy or 
gypsey-girl with all the propriety of Poussin or Rubens’. The ‘aristocratic’ critic did not 
like the new experiment, but the Academies of the 1780s were soon abounding in pictures 
of this genre, and Gainsborough’s second attempt, ‘A Girl with Pigs’ (Royal Academy; 
Plate i6oa) at Castle Howard, earned unstinted praise from Reynolds, who bought the 
picture himself. It was almost the first new kind of picture, which had appeared at an 
exhibition since the Academy had started, which Reynolds liimself had not initiated, and 
we can estimate something of the stir it created from the fact that the provincial Beechey, 
meeting the London FuseU at Houghton in August 1785, and asking what were the latest 
developments in art in London, was told that ‘Gainsborough was painting pigs and black¬ 
guards’.*® His popular fancy pictures were also used by Gainsborough to provide a new 
incentive to the sale of his landscapes, for the group of‘The Girl with Pigs’ reappears, seen 
again at the distance from which these ideal creatures had emerged for a moment into the 
foreground, in a landscape of 1786 which belongs to Mrs Scudamore. In his last years 
Gainsborough seems to have found a market for the kind of picture which he most liked 
to paint. Portrait and landscape and the pastoral idea were merging into a new synthesis 
which anticipates the spirit of Lyrical Ballads, and Gainsborough’s latest fancy picture, 
‘The Woodman’ (now preserved only in engraving), in which he had developed from 
unaffected childhood to a more mature theme from ‘common life’, is an almost perfect 
counterpart to Wordsworth’s Michael. In this highly creative and original phase Gains¬ 
borough was struck down by illness and died in 1788. 
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Gainsborough Dupont {circa 1754-97) 

Gainsborough was too individual a stylist to have founded a school even to the limited 
extent to which Reynolds did: but his nephew, Gainsborough Dupont, who perhaps 
played a larger part in his studio than has been generally admitted, carried on the tradition 
without his uncle’s genius. He engraved his uncle’s ‘fancy pieces’, and the small-scale 
‘engraver’s copies’ which exist of some of them (and usually pass as original Gains¬ 
boroughs) are probably by him. He completed the series of portraits of members or 
Whitbread’s brewery (now at Southill), wliich Gainsborough had begun, and one would 
be hard put to it, without his signature, to say that some of them arc not by Gainsborough. 
He did not exhibit independently at the Royal Academy until 1790, and a tinge of the age 
of Lawrence begins to creep into his theatrical portraits about 1794. 

Traces of Gainsborough’s style are also sometimes visible in Thomas Hickey (1741-- 
1824), an Irish portraitist, who worked at Bath and London between 1771 and 177^^, but 
the bulk of whose rather inferior work was done in India after 1784. 
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OTHER FOUNDATION MEMBERS OF THE 
ROYAL ACADEMY 


W H ATEVER may liavchappcncd at later times - and a spirit of secession from the Academy 
showed itself very early with Gainsborough and Wright of Derby - pretty well all the 
London painters of real distinction, who had made their name, were appointed founda¬ 
tion members of the new institution. The exceptions were Ramsay, who had more or less 
given up private practice and, as King’s painter, may have thought himself outside and 
above the Academy; Romney (who, almost alone, never showed at the Academy) whose 
reputation hardly begins before 1769; and the specialists in certain picture genres, which 
ranked low in the hierarchy of the day, such as sporting painters. We can consider them in 
three groups: the portraitists, the decorators, and the history painters. 

The Portraitists: Cotes, Hone, Dance, and Mason Chamberlin 

Francis Cotes (1726-70) was the most important fashionable painter of portraits in the 
1760s apart from Gainsborough and Reynolds. In the last six years of his life his business 
was perhaps as great as theirs and only his early death has caused his name to sink into 
relative oblivion. The place that he would have taken, both in the eyes of fashion and of 
the liistorian, was taken by Romney, and it is hardly an accident that Romney did in fact 
succeed to his handsome studio and residence in Cavendish Square. 

Few painters are more easy to recognize than Cotes. He went all out for health and 
youth and fine clothes, a strong likeness and no nonsense. His complexions arc usually of 
milk and roses, his men bear no burden of intellect and his ladies are neither bold nor 
pensive; his draperies (which were often executed by Peter Toms) look as if they had 
come out of a bandbox and arc subjected to no delicate nuances of light and shade. He has 
a personal, sometimes almost gaudy, palette which owes a good deal to his early training 
as a painter in crayons. 

He studied crayons under Knapton during the years the latter was painting his portraits 
for the Dilettanti Society, and he achieved considerable mastery at drawing the face in 
that medium pretty young. There is a pastel of a man in the Leicester Art Gallery, dated 
1747, which is as good as anything he did for a number of years. His earliest oil that I have 
seen dates from 1753 and is only a much more timid transcription into oil of his crayon 
maimer. Up to about 1753 he leans neither very strongly to the old conservative style of 
portraiture nor to the new, but he made up his mind in the middle 1750s, threw over the 
patterns of Knapton and, presumably under the influence of Reynolds’s success, came 
out as a leading exponent in the new lively style. The pastel of‘Sir Richard Hoare’ (i62a) 
at Stourhead, of 1757, shows him completely at case in the new manner. It is even a little 
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more vivacious than most Reynolds s of this date and considerably in advance of Gains¬ 
borough s contemporary commissioned portraits. One may have to give Cotes some of 
the credit for being a leader in the new style, but his spirit in general was not that of the 
innovator. 

Up to the end of the 1750s pastels predominate very strongly in his work and he never 
altogether gave up their practice, but, when he settled in Cavendish Square in 1763, his 
main output was in oils, and his prices, twenty, forty, and eighty guineas, were between 
those of Reynolds and Gainsborough. He was in full fashionable practice by 1764 and, in 
1767, he did full-lengths of the Queen, ot a pair of the Princesses, and, among others, of 
the Duchess of Hamilton and Argyll (Inveraray). This last, in which the sunflower is 
wilting before the bright radiance of the sitter’s beauty, is Cotes’s solitary flight into fancy. 
A wholly typical work is the ‘Unknown lady’ (Plate i 62 b ) of 1768 (once called ‘Kitty 
Fisher’) in the National Gallery. The carefully instantaneous pose - as in the work of 
fashionable photographers of a later age - the suspicion of a large baroque pot, the 
luxuriance of accessory foliage and draperies, and the sharp accent of vivacity explain 
Cotes’s popularity - and also why we need linger very little over his work. He is not 
known to have attempted anything beyond straightforward portraits. 

Nathaniel Hone {1718-84) 

Hone, an Irishman, was the oldest of the generation who survived in good practice as a 
portrait painter into the 1780s. He seems to have started as a miniature painter, especially 
on enamel, and the high polish of that medium never altogether deserted him, though he 
gave it up in the 1760s. He must have learned his art under a painter of the generation of 
Dahl or Richardson, for a portrait of 1741, in the days when he is said to have practised as 
an itinerant painter, looks like a Richardson with a polished surface.^ But it already has 
Hone’s main characteristics, a certain look of smugness and a bright gleam in the eye. In 
York in 1743 he married a lady with an allowance as the natural daughter of a Duke (as 
Gainsborough did later). This enabled him to settle in London, study in Italy from 1750 
to 1752, and gradually give up miniature painting for the more lucrative trade of oils on 
the scale of life. Very few of these have been traced before about 1763, by which date his 
style was settled and remains unchanged up to his death. The ‘Kitty Fisher’ (Plate 163 a) of 
1765 in the National Portrait Gallery is a typical specimen, more attractive than the 
average. It has his invariable bright gleam in the eye and a self-conscious look of posing 
for the painter. Hone was a vain man and his numerous ‘Selfportraits’ (National Portrait 
Gallery; Royal Academy Diploma Gallery; Dublin; Manchester, etc.) show his limited 
range at its fullest. He painted a few fancy subjects, with his children as models, of which 
‘The Piping Boy’ (Royal Academy, 1769) in the Dublin Gallery is a pretty example and an 
early attempt at the genre. But although he showed several such at the Academy, they 
were all in his possession in 1775, when he held a private exhibition as the result of a 
disagreement with that body over a picture called ‘The Conjurer Tliis was a very 
interesting skit on the President’s practice of cribbing from the Old Masters and shows 
considerable powers of satirical invention. It is also interesting as marking the moment of 
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a change of taste, for it is one of the first criticisms of the habit of exploiting the traditional 
arrangements of the classical masters, and foreshadows the new ideology of the romantic 
age, and the revaluation of‘originality*. But Hone himself had little new in his genius. 

Nathaniel Dance (1733-1811) 

One of the youngest of the foundation Academicians, Dance never became more than a 
man of promise, for he retired from professional practice in 1776, on inheriting a fortune. 
In 1783 he married an enormously wealthy widow and he resigned altogether from the 
Academy in 1790, when he became a Member of Parliament. His career was crowned in 
1800 when he was created a Baronet as Sir Nathaniel Dance-Holland. Even so, he cuts a 
moderately substantial figure as an artist. 

He was a pupil of Hayman (1753-4) -just when Hayman was at his best in small-scale 
‘conversations’ that recall Gainsborough - and Dance is said to have encountered Gains¬ 
borough during these years. But his style was mainly formed in Rome, where he spent the 
twelve years 1754 to 1765, in company with his brother George, the architect, and where 
he nursed a hopeless infatuation for Angelica KaufFmann. The chief influence on him in 
Rome was Batoni who gave a certain ‘tone’ to the informal conversation style he had 
acquired from Hayman, and his most pleasing pictures arc certain groups of young travel¬ 
ling Englishmen, which can quite simply be defined as Hayman made elegant in the spirit 
of Batoni. Perhaps the best is ‘Hugh, Duke of Northumberland, and his Tutor Mr Lip- 
pyatt’ (Syon House; Plate 164A), signed and dated 1763 and exhibited at the Society of 
Artists in 1764. It is obviously the work of a ‘gentleman’ (which some of Hayman’s 
groups were not) and it includes tlie Coliseum and a handsome classical vase for full 
measure. With the connexions he had made in Rome, Dance had no difficulty in establish¬ 
ing himself as a successful portrait painter on his return to London - at prices the half of 
Reynolds’s. His style is difficult to define, yet easy to recognize. Uncharitable contem¬ 
poraries called his ‘George III’ ‘a bit of wood’, and there is an unfashionable, but not 
altogether disagreeable, stiffness about liis life-size figures. The ‘Pratt Children’ 1767 
(Bayham Abbey ; Plate 1 63 b) shows him at his best, and with a dark background. When he 
introduced landscape he could never keep figure and landscape in tone. During his short 
public career he tried his hand also at more heroic themes. The ‘Garrick as Richard III’ 
(Royal Academy, 1771), now belonging to the Corporation of Stratford-on-Avon, is 
the best, and owes something to the model. When he worked entirely out of his head, as 
in the ‘Death of Mark Antony’ (Royal Academy, 1776) at Knole, he is a less interesting 
exponent of the manner of Gavin Hamilton. 

Mason Chamberlin (d. 1787), who perhaps drew his normal patronage from the 
merchant classes, is the most puzzling of all these portrait painters. Enough of his work 
survives to make it clear that he has no normal style, but echoes something of his more 
distinguished contemporaries without ever descending to imitation. His three works 
publicly accessible in London ~ ‘George, Earl of Crawford and his two Sons’ (Royal 
Academy, 1775) formerly at Hutchison House; ‘A Naval Officer and his Son’ 
(Royal Academy 177^) at Greenwich; and ‘Dr Hunter’, r. 1781, in the offices of the Royal 
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Academy - all rouse the interest as out of the ordinary, but Chamberlin awaits further 
study. Of other portraitists who were foundation Academicians, "West and Penny are 
both more profitably considered as painters of history. 


The Decorators: Cipriani and Angelica Kauffmann 

The pretty stipple engravings of Bartolozzi and others after their designs have made the 
names of Cipriani and Angelica Kauffmann well known beyond their deserts. Both of 
them assiduously exhibited pictures of liistorical subjects at the Academy, and one must 
bear in mind Edwards’s remark about Hayman, that ‘he was unquestionably the best 
historical painter in the kingdom, before the arrival of Cipriani’. Yet I cannot claim ever 
to have seen a single one of Cipriani’s easel pictures. 

Giovanni Battista Cipriani (1727-85), a Florentine, came to England in 1755, and 
Angelica Kauffmann (1741-1807), a Tyrolese with an Italian training and a gay and charm- 
ing personality, arrived in 1766. Both were steeped in the tricks of classical composition 
and were rich in those accomplishments which our native artists lacked. They could 
arrange any subject you liked to name, but neither had any feeling whatever for the 
human drama which renders interesting the narratives of Homer, Shakespeare, or Klop- 
stock. Every subject, no matter what its size, was reduced to the spirit of a decorative 
vignette, and they cannot be numbered among the painters of history. 

Angelica only remained in England until 1781, when she married an Italian painter, 
Antonio Zucchi, who had been one of the chief decorative artists employed by the 
brothers Adam. They settled in Rome, and Angelica later became one of the Goethe 
circle, and succeeded to some extent to the practice of Batoni as the painter of portraits 
of travelling Englishmen. During her English years she painted a few rather vapid portraits 
but was at her best in single decorative figures such as the four ovals at Burhngton House, 
of‘Painting’, ‘Design’, ‘Genius’, and ‘Composition’ (Plate i6ia), wliich were originally 
executed for the ceiling of the Lecture Room at Somerset House. The figure of‘Composi¬ 
tion’, with her dividers and a chess board, symbolizes neatly enough her contribution to 
the arts in England. If literature had been her metier, these attributes would fittingly have 
been replaced by scissors and paste. 

Portraitists who were not Academicians: Pine and Kettle 

Two portrait painters, each with rather pronounced mannerisms, who did not make the 
grade as Academicians, although the quality of their best work deserved that honour, 
may be best mentioned here. Robert Edge Pine (c. 1730-88)^ won premiums at the Society 
of Arts for history painting in 1760 and 17^3»Ihs main work was in portniiture and he 
was one of the first to paint actor portraits in character parts. His masterpiece is an 
extremely sinister full-length of‘George 11 ’ (i759* Audley End), for which he had no 
.sitting. He was also a friend of Garrick, of whom he painted numerous pt>rtraits. His 
style is nearer to Hone than to other contemporaries and he can often be recognized by a 
fondness for a three-quarter view of the head in which the far top-corner of the cranium 
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seems to have been sliced off. He worked at Bath about 1772 to 1779, and his most 
ambitious group, the ‘Family of the ist Lord Bradford* (Weston Park), dates from these 
years. In 1784 he emigrated to Philadelphia, taking with him a number of subject pictures 
from Shakespeare, and he died in 1788 after four years’ considerable practice as a por¬ 
traitist in America. 

Tilly Kettle (1735-86) was a rather better painter than Pine. He studied in the St 
Martin’s Lane Academy and improved himself by copying Reynolds’s portrait of‘Marchi’ 
with variations. Certainly his first work, in the early 1760s, is wholly dependent on 
Reynolds, and of rather good qualities. In the middle 1760s he was touring the Midlands 
and then settled in London, where he leaned somewhat to the style of Cotes. His master¬ 
piece is ‘An Admiral in his Cabin issuing Orders* 1768 at Highnam Court. This excellent 
and original composition should have won him a place in the Academy, but he was dis¬ 
appointed, and this may have led him to go to India in 1769, the first painter of any con¬ 
sequence to make that journey. In India he prospered exceedingly from 1769 to 1776, 
doing numerous portraits of the Native Princes and Nabobs. But success did not attend his 
return to London, although such portraits as ‘Admiral Kempcnfeldt’ 1783 at Greenwich 
are fully up to the level of Dance and Hone. After a short visit to Dublin he died in the 
Syrian Desert on his way to India to recoup his fortunes. Kettle’s portraits can be readily 
recognized by his tendency to render the human skull as of the shape of a football, but 
he has a pleasant and decorative key of colour and ranks fairly high among the lesser 
portraitists of the time. 
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CHAPTER 20 

THE PAINTERS OF HISTORY 

The subject of‘history’ painting in Britain has been sadly bedevilled. The idea and the 
practice were by no means the same, but the idea took an intolerable time to die. It was 
inherited from the French Academy in the later seventeenth century, was accepted as an 
article of faith by cultivated Europe in the first half of the eighteenth century, and was 
blandly enunciated by Reynolds in his Fourth Discourse as an unquestioned truth. Barry 
put it in the following form: ‘History painting and sculpture should be the main views of 
any people desirous of gaining honours by the arts. These arc the tests by which the 
national character will be tried in after-ages, and by which it has been, and is now, tried 
by the natives of other countries.’ Barry believed this perverse nonsense, and so did Hay- 
don after him, and the result was disaster for both. They tried to live by a theory and did 
not reckon with the state of patronage in the country where they worked. It was a general 
belief among the writers on art that, once art was linked to royal patronage - as it had 
been by the foundation of the Royal Academy - a time of prosperity would dawn ft)r 
artists as it had in the time of Louis XIV. But they do these things much better in France - 
and much sooner. The first faint imitation of Colbert to have been produced in Britain 
was the Arts Council, and the difference between George III and Louis XIV was crisply 
but unkindly told by ‘Peter Pindar’, who wrote of George III: 

Of modern works he makes a jest - 
Except the works of Mr West. 

The ‘sublime’ style which Reynolds inculcated, the kind of subject he favoured and its 
dependence on classical models, has already been seen in his ‘Death of Dido’ (Royal 
Academy, 1781; Plate 137). It may be that the President had more than an inkling of the 
direction from wliich the attack would come, for he sent to the Academy of 1774 ‘The 
Triumph of Truth, with the Portrait of a Gentleman’ - which was in fact the portrait of 
‘Dr Beattie’, now at Marischal College, Aberdeen - in which the public readily re¬ 
cognized, in the dim faces of Truth’s opponents, the features of Voltaire, Hume, and 
Gibbon. These authors had been undermining the heroic conception of history, and the 
interesting trend in history painting during the first twenty years of the Academy’s life is 
the gradual debunking of the Augustan tradition, in which everyone had to be dressed in 
classical draperies. The change was not all in one direction. One line, the most daring, 
introduced the representation of contemporary events, and culminates in the heroic 
reportage of Copley; another substituted for the classical trappings an equally artificial 
mode, based on popular misconceptions of ‘contemporary costume, and led to the 
W^ardour Street medievalism of Northcote or Opie and of many of the lesser contributors 
to Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery; while yet a third treated subjects in themselves so 
gentle, or historical events in so mild a manner, that the grand style was not involved at 
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all - as was the case with Edward Penny. A romantic history style, more dependent on 
literature than on the tradition of classical painting, also arose in such painters as the 
Runcimans and W ri ght of Derby, which culminated, in the next generation, in the stormy 
style of Fuseli. 

The latter years of the eighteenth century were certainly the golden age - if there ever 
was one - of the history picture in Britain. Benjamin West, by monopolizing royal 
patronage in this field, was paid over ^34,000 by the Crown for his history pictures 
alone between 1769 and 1801: and Alderman Boydell, who almost alone seems to have 
learned Hogarth’s lesson that liistory pictures could be made to pay by selling engravings 
after them, commissioned his Shakespeare Gallery in the years following 1786. More than 
one hundred and fifty pictures, both large and small, made up the final Shakespeare 
Gallery, commissioned from more than thirty artists, and Boy dell’s health as ‘the com¬ 
mercial Maecenas of England’ was drunk at the Academy banquet in 1789, on Burke’s 
suggestion, by the President, the Prince of Wales and the assembled guests. Boydell’s 
venture was followed by Macklin’s ‘Poets’ Gallery’, from 1788 onwards, but these groups 
of commissioned pictures were made to pay by the sale of engravings and of entrance 
money to the exhibitions, and they did not provoke any serious patronage of the history 
picture among British private collectors. When the Napoleonic wars put on the market 
Old Masters of a quality hitherto unobtainable by British collectors the patronage of our 
native produce very nearly evaporated altogether. 

Of those artists who aspired to the grand style of history painting in the pure form in 
which Reynolds enunciated it, with heroic subjects and life-size figures, either nude or in 
classical draperies, only two painters need be considered - Gavin Hamilton and James 
Barry, the former a Scottish gentleman, the other an Irishman of very elevated en¬ 
thusiasm. Gavin Hamilton (1723-98) must count as a considerable rarity in British paint¬ 
ing, for his pictures were better known in Europe than at home, and even had a certain 
influence on French neo-classicism. He went young to Italy and was a pupil of Agostino 
Masucci in the 1740s: in London about 1752 he painted a few portraits - notably of the 
Gunning sisters - but he had an irresistible bent towards history and in 1756 settled in 
Rome for the rest of his life. In Rome he was a leading member of the classical school of 
which Mengs was the most reputed painter and Winckelmann the prophet, and he started 
his large-scale illustrations to the story of the Iliad in the 1760s. Being a man of some means 
he had these engraved by Cunego (from about 1764 onwards) and his reputation expanded 
throughout Europe. The Director of the French Academy at Rome mentions his work in 
1763, and Grimm, writing to the Empress Catherine in 1779, mentions his painting with 
considerable approval. Only in Britain was he almost unknown, although he contrived 
to sell a number of his large works to British collectors by insisting on a commission as 
part payment for the works by Old Masters or classical statues in which he trafficked.* 
His pictures are rarely to be met with to-day, but the ‘Hector’s Farewell to Andromache’ 
(Duke of Hamilton, Holyrood Palace; Plate 170B) is almost a Jacques Louis David avant 
la lettre. He deserves more attention than he has received and he boldly persisted in the old 
classical tradition after the innovations of West and Copley in the modern heroic manner 
had won the day, so that a writer in 1793* says of his works that they preserve ‘a propriety 
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with regard to costume which distinguishes them from most modern compositions, and a 
dignity of manner that is seldom attained by those who make living characters the 
principal object of their studies . Perhaps no statement shows so clearly the revolution in 
history painting which liad occurred between 1769 and 1793. 

James Barry (1741-1806) was an altogether different character. His historical import¬ 
ance extends beyond the scope of this volume, for Barry and Fuseli between them made 
up a considerable part of the background which helps to account for Blake — and Fuseli 
can only be dealt with by the historian of the romantic period. Barry was an Irishman of 
humble origin, who had more than a spark, perhaps the real fire, of genius in his make-up. 
But he had a wild and arrogant enthusiasm, the tongue of an asp, and a voluble incon- 
siderateness for others which led to his undoing. Asa self-trained stripling he brought a 
whole group of historical compositions to Dublin in 1763, impressed Einund Burke 
with liis genius, and was brought by Burke to London in 1764, where he was introduced to 
Reynolds and ‘Athenian’ Stuart, from both of whom he met with encouragement and 
kindness. No painter of his generation took the President’s encouragement towards the 
‘grand style’ so close to the letter and with so small a grain of the salt of common sense. 
Again financed by Burke, Barry went to Italy in 1766 and remained until 1771, saturating 
himself only too faithfully in the ancients and in Michelangelo. His genius, which was 
authentic, was recognized at once on his return, for he became an a.r.a. in 1772 and a 
R.A. in 1773. But he only became the more intransigent in his high classical principles 
and exhibited in 1776 a ‘Death of Wolfe’, which, no doubt as an attack on West’s famous 
picture of 1771, appears to have been first painted in the classical nude and then draped 
with modern uniforms, as if to show the incompatibility of the heroic style with modern 
costume.*’ Whatever disagreements may have in fact arisen over tliis, he never exhibited 
at the Academy again. But the years 1777 to 1783 were wholly taken up with liis major 
work and most serious claim to fame - the series of large canvases (two of them forty-two 
feet long) which he painted for the Great Room of the Society of Arts. The theme of the 
whole decoration is The Progress of Human Culture and these paintings must still be 
accounted the most considerable achievement in the true ‘grand style’ by any British 
painter of the century. They do not, as Barry believed, compare favourably with the work 
of Raphael, but they are works of genius and have a general grandeur of conception, in 
spite of peccancy in the taste of numerous details. Close in date to these, perhaps about 
1784, must be Barry’s portrait of‘Hugh, Duke of Northumberland’ (Syon House; Plate 
167), which has tlie gravity of their spirit and is more accessible to illustration. It has a 
kind of solemnity which was denied to Reynolds, and the resources of art which Barry 
here employs would perhaps have been more fitting for St George about to affront the 
dragon - and Barry did in fact paint a similar picture of the ‘Prince of Wales as St George’ 
now in the Municipal Gallery at Cork - than for a portrait of a peer in Garter Robes. But 
never was there a more vivid example of Reynolds’s recommendation to elevate the style 
of portraiture by borrowing from the grand style. Barry s taste for sublimity was far 
better understood than Reynolds’s, but lack of the right patronage turned him sour. 
Becoming Professor of Painting at the Academy about the time his work for the Society 
of Arts was completed, he used his lectures increasingly as a vehicle for the abuse of his 

189 



THE CLASSICAL AGE 


colleagues, and was finally turned out of the Academy in 1799* To some extent his spirit 
was deranged, but it was a spirit of a noble fire. 

Fire was what was lacking in Benjamin West, whose prodigious success provides the 
contrast to Barry’s misery. Their pretensions had something in common, for Raphael’s 
name was mentioned freely by West’s admirers also and West gave his own son the 
Christian name of Raphael. Benjamin West (1738-1820) came of Pennsylvania Quaker 
stock, and it is significant that he and Copley (a New Englander) were the pioneers in 
modernizing Britisli history painting. Forerunners of some of the characters in Henry 
James’s novels, they came to Europe full of eagerness and appreciation but with minds 
free from the incubus of inherited tradition in the matter of high art. It may have seemed 
almost as strange to them as it docs to us to-day to represent scenes from contemporary 
history in classical costume, and their minds were better attuned than were those of pro¬ 
fessional British artists to understand what was ofinterest to the common man. The native 
painters who worked for the upper classes had been saturated, from the beginning of their 
working life, with the prejudices of the ‘connoisseurs’. West to some extent, and Copley 
more fully, realized the value for tlie artist of the new feeling of national pride in the 
achievements of one’s own nation which had grown up with the generality of the public, 
and which had been fed hitherto, in the matter of art, only by the engravings in such 
volumes as Rapin’s or Hume’s histories. The stage too had begun to affect ‘contemporary’ 
costume when possible, and West and Copley, by the shortness of their roots in the Euro¬ 
pean tradition, rather than by any profound originality in their own natures, were able 
to become the first articulate painters of a new range of subject-matter of general interest. 
It is the story of Hogarth over again with a different public. For the engraving of West’s 
‘Death of Wolfe’ (Plate i68b) is said to have earned as much as ^15,000. West also was 
lucky in that the very mediocrity of his mind found a kindred spirit in the mind of 
George III. 

A dispassionate study of West, whose importance at the time can be gauged from the 
fact that he succeeded Reynolds as President of the Royal Academy, is a desideratum. 
Writers who have been concerned with him incidentally have hitherto been forced to 
rely, however cautiously, on Galt’s biography, published in part after West’s death, but 
with his approval, which partakes of a somewhat legendary character. It is written in a 
spirit which we are more accustomed to find applied to South Italian Saints than to a 
Quaker Academician who lived into the last century, and it is probable that most of its 
famous anecdotes have been improved in the telling. The evidence of his pictures them¬ 
selves, in so far as they can be identified to-day, is all that we can go upon securely at 
present. 

Having learned ‘the mechanical part’ of painting in America, the young West spent the 
years 1760-3 in Italy, where he visited Rome, Florence, Bologna, and Venice. In Rome 
he was certainly in close contact with the circle of Mengs and Gavin Hamilton, and his 
notion of the subject-matter of history painting was certainly coloured by theirs. But he 
had had no experience of the academic practice of drawing from the Antique, and it may 
well have been this fact, rather than any more positive predilection, which turned West’s 
ideas to the kind of history picture which Haydon later called scornfully ‘Poussin size’. 
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In the meantime he improved his social contacts and became reasonably proficient as a 
portrait painter in a style nearer to Mengs than to Reynolds. 

It was as a portrait painter that W^cst set himself up in London, where he decided to 
settle soon after his arrival in ij 6 ^y but he sent two subject pieces to the exhibition of the 
Society of Arts in 1764- His success, both in Rome and in London, can be partly accounted 
for by his being an American, and thus a ‘phenomenon’ in which Society could allow 
itself to be interested. Cardinal Albani (who was blind) had naively supposed that he was a 
Red Indian, and it was an age when Wonders from the Western World were all the rage. 
At any rate his history pictures met with some response from the bench of Bishops, a body 
of men who have patronized the arts with effect on no other occasion, and one cannot help 
wondering whether the reason for this was not some obscure feeling of transferred mis¬ 
sionary endeavour. It was Archbishop Drummond who introduced West to the King in 
1768, with a picture of‘Agrippina landing at Brindisi’, which had been commissioned 
by himself. The result was that the King suggested to West the subject of‘The final 
Departure of Rcgulus from Rome’ (Plate 170A) as a commission for the royal collection. 
The ‘Rcgulus’ appeared at the first exhibition of the Academy in 1769 (of which West 
became a foundation member) and West’s long association with the Crown began. 

The ‘Agrippina’ and the ‘Regulus’ arc remarkable works for their time. Their style is 
that of Gavin Hamilton, reduced to the more manageable size of Poussin. There is, above 
all, much of Raphael in them, but nothing of that extraordinary combination of harmony 
and purely formal qualities which gives Raphael’s designs the air of being by an intel¬ 
lectually superior being. Their limitations made them the very pictures for George III 
and they were quickly popularized in engravings. A few British painters, such as Alex¬ 
ander Runcinian, imitated West’s choice of subjects, but this was reserved rather for the 
French, whose minor Academic painters followed West’s choice of subjects with a fidelity 
which cannot be accidental.'^ But West himself soon graduated from classical subjects in 
the neo-classical manner to the baroque rendering of contemporary history, and showed 
at the Academy of 1771 his ‘Death of Wolfc’,^ which is generally accepted, with reason¬ 
able accuracy, as marking the turning-point from the old style of history painting to 
the new. 

The story, as related by West’s hagiograplier, is that Reynolds, hearing that West was 
painting a heroic history of the death of Wolfe in contemporary costume and not in 
classical draperies, came to persuade him against any such impropriety; that West used 
the various arguments that one would imagine to-day and asked Reynolds to suspend 
judgement until the work was finished; and that, on his final visit, Reynolds generously 
said: ‘Mr West has conquered.... 1 foresee that this picture will not only become one of 
the most popular, but occasion a revolution in the art. It is perhaps more parable than 
truth, but West’s picture did in fact become extremely popular and helped to stimulate a 
movement away from classical subjects to the heroic rendering of national or con¬ 
temporary history. 

The picture itself has no claims to accuracy of historical presentation. Except for Wolfe 
himself, hardly any of the figures in the picture were present at his death, and the Red 
Indian is a purely symbolic figure. Without accepting all the sources put forward by Mr 
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Charles Mitchell^ as contributing to West’s design, we can agree that it is composed on a 
standard baroque formula and that the main group is based on the traditional pattern of a 
‘Mourning over the dead Christ’. What has not always been observed, in the heat of 
controversy, is that, within its limits, it is rather a good picture. West himself docs not 
seem at the time to have thought he was doing anything revolutionary in the sense that it 
was ‘modern’, for he proposed to the King, for a series of companion pictures of‘historic 
deaths’, those of ‘Epaminondas’ and ‘Bayard’, both of which were exhibited at the 
Academy of 1773. The former was treated in the classical manner, but the latter, as befitted 
a ‘medieval’ subject and in consonance with the new practices of the contemporary stage, 
is modelled on Salvator Rosa and in tunc with the bandit pictures which were being 
popularized at exactly this time by John Hamilton Mortimer. It was this last style which 
West exploited most freely in his later works, and by which he belongs also to the 
romantic period. 

Even by these pictures West’s historical vein was not wholly exhausted, for a picture 
like ‘The Apotheosis of Prince Alfred and Prince Octavius’ (r. 1784: Kensington Palace; 
Plate 169) is altogether and literally in die style of Mengs. Unfortunately, like Gavin 
Hamilton, West had almost no feeling for colour or for the texture of paint. His con¬ 
temporary fame and his legend have militated against ajudicious appreciation of his work, 
which has an importance in the general history of European art, but left very little im¬ 
pression on the national school. 

It was left to a second American painter, John Singleton Copley (1738-1815) to exploit 
to the full the popular subject from contemporary history, for which West had led the 
way. Unlike West, Copley was a Bostonian, and he had none of the curiosity value of 
West. What is more, he had waited fourteen years longer than West to come to Europe 
and had already formed a highly personal and distinguished style of his own in portraiture 
before he set out. Copley’s New England style is unfortunately no part of the history of 
British painting: ‘unfortunately’ because, at its best, it is rivalled only by Hogarth for 
directness and sincerity of approach. Copley had had to work it out for himself to suit a 
clientele who accepted the general rule that Truth was to be preferred to Beauty, and who 
were prepared to give the painter long sittings. Neither of these conditions obtained in 
Europe and Copley felt that he must learn a new language during the period in 1774/5 
that he spent in Italy and dashing through half Europe on his way from Italy to London. 
He learned it so effectively that no traces of his New England style survived, and he 
settled in London to paint portraits and groups in a style between Reynolds and West 
in 1775. As an American portraitist Copley rates very high indeed; as a European por¬ 
traitist he can only be considered as an accomplished secondary painter except for his rare 
incursions into the rococo conversation piece, such as ‘The Three Princesses’ (Royal 
Academy, 1785) at Buckingham Palace, and ‘The Sitwell Family’ 1787 at Renishaw Hall. 
These are, in their way, masterpieces and owe a good deal of their charm to being so 
agreeably unEnglish, since the children conduct themselves in a manner which, though 
not uncommon with children, is more lively than most British parents liked to have per¬ 
petuated in a picture. 

The prime virtue of these pictures rests in their composition, and ‘composition’ was 
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what Copley found he had a genius for when he came to Europe. He load been so isolated 
from academic practice in Boston that he had no idea how a painter set about a group 
portrait, and it is astonishing to find the best painter in New England writing to his half- 
brother as follows on his first arrival in London at the age of thirty-six: ‘The means by 
which composition is obtained is easier than I thought it had been. The sketches arc made 
from life, not only from figures singly, but often by groups. This, yon remember, we 
often talked of, and by this a great difficulty is removed that lay on my mind.’ A new 
world of art had opened for him and he had discovered his personal gift. In Rome he 
painted an ‘Ascension (Boston) which is perhaps superior to any of West’s compositions 
in his own style, and by 1778 he felt himself sufficiently established in London to send a 
composition to the Academy. 

The picture of‘Brook Watson and the Shark’ (examples arc at Christ’s Hospital (Plate 
172), London, and at Boston), sent to the Academy in 1778, broke all the accepted rules of 
history painting. Much more than West’s ‘Death of Wolfe’ does it deserve to be con¬ 
sidered the pioneer work of a new age, for its like was not produced until the great days 
of the French romantics in the 1820s. The subject was contemporary and not classical: 
the hero was no national figure but rather the kind of person made familiar to-day by 
some of the Sunday newspapers: and the action has no grave historical import or moral 
lesson for mankind, but was frankly exciting and romantic. It is extremely unlikely that 
Copley had any idea how revolutionary his work was, and the reason why he turned from 
such pictures to more notable scenes from contemporary history was doubtless the fact 
that the engravings from them would sell to a much wider public. But the later works all 
partake of the same characteristics: they arc dramatic, they have a contemporary subject, 
they arc presented with a sufficient degree of accurate local colour to count as heroic 
reportage, and they gave Copley a chance to exploit his newly found passion for composi¬ 
tion. The later ones were so vast that they had to be shown in special buildings by them¬ 
selves, where they provided, to the exasperation of the Academicians, a new and popular 
rival to the exhibitions at the Royal Academy. 

Copley’s pictures of this class, which rank as the one series of great modern history 
paintings done in England in the eighteenth century, are as follows: the ‘Death of Chat¬ 
ham’, painted 1779/80 (Tate Gallery); the ‘Death of Major Pierson’ 1783 (Tate Gallery; 
Plate 173); ‘The Repulse of the Floating Batteries at Gibraltar’, finished 1791 (Guildhall, 
London: finished study in Tate Gallery); ‘Admiral Duncan’s Victory at Camperdown , 
finished 1799 (Camperdown House, Dundee). The unwieldy size of the last two has 
caused the first to be inaccessible and the last to be immovable, but the whole series of 
pictures was an artistic achievement of a new kind. The finest is the Death of Major 
Pierson’, in which Copley was not faced with the difficulty of including a vast number of 
individual portraits. In the frightened mother and children at the right he has been able 
to include figures not essential to the story and so to concentrate less on documentary 
history and more on exciting and romantic elements in the scene. This splendid picture 
would hold its own and find its natural affinities in a room with Les Pestiferes de Jaffa and 
tlie great Frcncli romantic histories of the next century. One has only to compare Copley’s 
works with the feeble historical subjects of George Carter, with whom Copley had travelled 
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from London to Italy, to see how much that was new the American artist introduced into 
British painting. But for all the popular enthusiasm these pictures aroused, their lesson was 
lost on British artists and they founded no school of Jiistory painting. 

The next type of history painter can be broadly classified as ‘the BoydelJ group , from 
the stagy kind of history picture which made up Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery. The two 
most important members of this group are Opie and Northcote, who both started their 
London careers about the same time, and both became a.r.a. 1786 and R.A. 1787. Opie 
was much the younger, but much the more considerable talent, though he lacked the kind 
of training and knowledge of the Antique which Northcotc had. They both came from 
humble West Country stock and became friends. 

John Opie (1761-1807) had the makings of a serious painter in him and the fact that so 
many of his portraits arc thoroughly dull, if not frankly bad, was due to the fact that he 
had no elegance in his make-up but was commissioned to do portraits of fashionable 
persons. His father was a Cornish carpenter, and the young Opie, who showed a pre¬ 
cocious passion for drawing, was taken up, when he was fourteen, by John Wolcot, best 
known by his satirical verse under the name of‘Peter Pindar’, who was then practising 
medicine in Cornwall. Wolcot had been a pupil of Richard Wilson and he constituted 
himself the young Opie’s teacher and impresario. What training he gave him he kept 
remarkably dark, since his aim was to bring him upon the London stage as ‘the Cornish 
Wonder’, an untrained and self-taught prodigy, once he had rubbed off some of the 
young man’s superficial asperities. Wolcot’s scheme was largely successful and his advice 
both original and sound. He saw that the young man had a natural gift for local tone and 
for the strong rendering of rough natural types in a correspondingly strong cliiaroscuro, 
and he fed him on Rembrandt and the Tenebrists, no doubt through the medium of prints. 
This was done with something of the secrecy which now attends the training of a race¬ 
horse, and Wolcot established himself with the young Opie in London in 1781 and pre¬ 
tended that the young prodigy had never seen an Old Master or had any serious training. 
At the Academy of 1782, and in the selection of pictures taken to show the King, only 
such morsels of common nature were selected as ‘A Jew’ or a ‘Cornish Beggar’ and Opie 
was successfully sprung on the w^orld as a sort of modern Ribera. For a year or more 
Society flocked to him and demanded that he paint their portraits, and his old men and old 
women (such as ‘Mrs Dclany’ 1782 in the National Portrait Gallery) were both novel and 
good. At this date Opie had a sense of paint texture and a broad touch which were refresh¬ 
ing, and his vaguely Rembrandtesque effects of lighting seemed original and pleased. 
Anything that was natural he could paint with sympathy, old people and children as well, 
for the four pictures of the four children of the Duke of Argyll of about 1784 at Inveraray 
are among his best portraits. At the Academy of 1784 he showed his first considerable 
subject piece, ‘The School’ (Loyd Collection, Lockinge; Plate i6ib), which has a 
naturalness and rather pleasing awkwardness of composition which enabled Opie to 
excel in this kind of subject. It was a new voice in English painting, and the Morning Post 
presciently observed that; ‘could people in vulgar life afford to pay for pictures, Opie 
would be their man’. This picture marks a return to Dutch and Flemish seventeenth- 
century painting as a source of inspiration, which was to reach its peak in Wilkie and to 
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persist throughout the nineteenth century. As a liistory painter Opie was fully launched 
by 1786 when he began the first of seven pictures for Boy dell’s Shakespeare Gallery: in 
that year he also painted for Boydell The Assassination of Janies I of Scotland’, and in 
1787 The Death of Rizzio , which Boydell gave to the Guildhall Gallery. These were 
destroyed by bombing in 1941, but they, and the Shakespeare subjects, and a number of 
others painted for Bowyer’s ‘Historic Gallery’ in the 1790s, made Opie famous. To-day 
we have to judge them mainly from engravings, and find them turgid, with spurious 
‘period costumes and stock stage expressions. But their influence was much greater than 
the much better history pictures of Copley and the tradition which culminated in Dcla- 
roche stems from these pictures of the 1780s and 1790s. 

Opie’s genius was of the kind which bums brightly at the outset and steadily goes 
dimmer with increasing contact with sopliistication. The more positive the subject before 
him, the better he painted, and vague fancy pieces of his later years do little to enhance his 
reputation. His later subject-pieces belong thoroughly to the romantic period and are 
sometimes a novelette in themselves. Of these ‘The angry Father’ (or ‘The Discovery of 
Clandestine Correspondence’: Royal Academy, 1802) at Aston Hall, Birmingham, is a very 
complete example. 

James Northcotc (1746-1831) is at once the complement and antithesis to Opie. Their 
professional success was similar and their output of the same general character - great 
numbers of portraits, a number of histories in the Boydell vein, rather vapid fancy pieces: 
to wliich Northcote added some rather absurd series of moral stories in an unsuccessful 
attempt to emulate Hogarth. Intellectually and critically Northcote had the gifts to make 
an artist of a high order, and his training should have given him enormous advaaitages over 
Opie. From 1771 to 1775 he lived as a pupil and assistant in Sir Joshua Reynolds’s house; 
from 1777 to 1780 he studied in Rome; and he settled in London about the same time as 
Opie in 1781. But, in spite of a strong sense of character, Northcotc had no feeling for 
paint or for tone. Out of the combined virtues of Opie and Northcote one could have 
produced a painter of real eminence, but neither alone could achieve very high rank. 
Northcote embarked on scenes with a literary subject in 1784* and, in the next years, was 
one of the first to contribute to the Shakespeare Gallery. The only difference between his 
Shakespeare pictures and Opic’s is that figures from the Antique and the Italian classics 
find their way more often into Northcote’s compositions. Even in such a purely popular 
moral fable as ‘The Wanton Servant in her Bedchamber’, Northcote cannot resist model¬ 
ling liis frail female on the sleeping Ariadne. Opie had had too sUght an acquaintance with 
the tradition of the classics, while Northcote’s years with Reynolds and in Rome liad 
numbed his powers of natural invention. Yet the later works of the two painters can 
sometimes quite readily be confused. 

In strong contrast to this school is the work of Edward Pemiy, the earliest born and the 
least dramatic of narrative painters of the classic age. Penny (1714-91) would be im¬ 
portant if his work had had any effect, for he was the first to paint the ‘Death of Wolfe’ 
(in 1764; Plate i68a). But he painted the subject, not as a dramatic modern history, but 
as a moral exemplar of a military virtue, and he painted as its companion Lord Granby 
relieving a Distressed Soldier and his Family . Examples of both these designs are in the 
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Ashniolcan Museum at Oxford and at Petworth, and, although ‘in modern dress', they 
have a gently elegiac quality, wliich is characteristic of Penny’s Muse. He had been a pupil 
of Marco Bencfial in Rome, one of the forerunners of neo-classicism, and returned to 
England in 1743, where he at first practised in his native Cheshire and Lancashire as a 
portraitist in a style close to the contemporary work of Richard Wilson. From 1762 he 
exhibited at the Society of Artists and he became a foundation member of the Royal 
Academy and its first Professor of Painting, which shows the esteem in which he was 
held. He retired from that office in 1783 and made way for Barry. 

Penny’s narrative pictures (for such they are, rather than ‘histories’) are the continuation 
of Hayman’s style. He had a nice sense of tone, gentle and silvery, which is apparent from 
‘The Generous Behaviour of the Chevalier Bayard’^ of 1768, to the ‘Lavinia and Acasto*® 
of 1781, but his defect was summed up by the contemporary critic who called the latter 
picture ‘very tame indeed’. The picture was an illustration to Thomson’s Seasons, one of 
the most popular sources for lesser painters of a literary caste, and the feeling for nature in 
Thomson, which finds its echo in Stubbs, crept into narrative painting in the work of 
Penny, who may yet turn out, when he has been more fully explored, to deserve more of 
our notice. 
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WRIGHT OF DERBY AND THE PAINTERS OF 
ROMANTIC LITERATURE 

The French pundits were very strict in their definition of a ^history picture’, and the 
category of history painter was the highest and most envied class in which to be received 
into the French Academy. In the year 1769, just about the time of the first exhibition of 
the Royal Academy in London, Greuze, in spite of having painted a *Severus reproaching 
Caracalla*, was only admitted as a ‘painter of genre’, a class to whom the highest academic 
honours were not open. Yet Greuze had developed a kind of picture, which had won the 
enthusiastic praise of Diderot and reflected the tastes of that higlily intelligent body of men 
who were to affect most profoundly the direction of thought in Europe and America - 
the Encyclopaedists. In England, also in the 1760s, Wright of Derby reflects the same 
tendency, but since he found no literary champion, although a much more sincere artist 
than Greuze, we can best judge the place and importance of his early style in terms of what 
Diderot says of Greuze. This style answers to what Diderot calls le genre serieux and its 
distinction from the current history style, which Diderot expressed in terms of the drama, 
was the difference between a coup de theatre and a tableau, and the latter was defined as ‘an 
arrangement of the characters so natural and so true that if faithfully rendered by a painter 
it would give me pleasure’. Had he known them, Diderot would probably have acclaimed 
Wright’s first important pictures as models of this class. They have another character too, 
that of experiments in the scientific study of light, which reflects Wright’s contact with 
the group of men-Erasmus Darwin, the Liuiar Society, and the first founders of industry 
in the Midlands - who came nearest in England, in the direction of their thought, to the 
Encyclopaedists. 

Joseph Wright (1734-97), generally known as ‘Wright of Derby’, is interesting for 
other reasons too. He was the first painter of real distinction to be settled for his whole Ufe 
in the provinces (apart from Bath) and he was also ‘the first professional painter to express 
the spirit of the industrial revolution’.* Trained as a portrait painter under Hudson (1751— 
1753), he returned again to Hudson’s studio in I 75 ^l 7 > to complete his technical know¬ 
ledge after his first experience of practice in his native Derby. He was thus in London 
during the triumph of Ae ‘new style’ in portraiture but he remained faithful to the Hudson 
patterns until a year or two after 1760. Though based on Derby, we know that, apparently 
in the year 1760 alone, he was painting portraits at Newark, Lincoln, Boston, Retford, 
and Doncaster. But he soon established a permanent practice in Derby, where he re¬ 
mained, except for a substantial stay at Liverpool in i7^> until he went to Italy in the 
autumn of 1773, soon after his marriage. 

His first style dates from these pre-Italian years, which can broadly be called his candle¬ 
light period’. In Derby, surrounded by a society devoted to scientific experiment, from 
which emerged two of his principal later patrons, Wedgwood, one of the pioneers of 
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pottery, and Arkwright, a pioneer of the cotton industry, it was natural that Wright 
should show in his art a bent towards science. The play of light, artificial at first, became 
his absorbing interest, and he was the first artist, above the level of the exponents of 
popular art, to give expression to the passionate interest of the Midlands in science. He 
must have seen some work by Honthorst or Schalken, and from these he evolved his own, 
wholly original, candlelight pictures. There are many single studies of figures in such 
lighting, but three finished masterpieces: ‘Three Persons viewing “The Gladiator” 
by Candlelight’, Society of Artists, 1765 (Bowood); ‘The Orrery’, Society of Artists, 
1766 (Derby Gallery); and ‘An Experiment on a Bird in the Air Pump’, Society of 
Artists, 1768 (Tate Gallery; Plate 174B). This last is the masterpiece of the genre, and 
perhaps the most remarkable picture painted in what Diderot called Ic genre serieux. The 
passionate interest in science of the Midlands is married to a complicated and successful 
design in which the whole group is both ‘natural and true’, and there is a great variety of 
tender human feeling. At the same time it was in no sense a ‘history picture’ and fell outside 
of any of the categories of contemporary appreciation. It is one of the wholly original 
masterpieces of British art, but it is amusing to observe that Wright was so wrapped up 
in observing nature under these artificial conditions of light, that some of his portraits of 
this period, such as ‘Mrs Carver and her Daughter’ (Derby Art Gallery), though feigned 
to be in the open air, show the drapery glossy and ht as by candlelight. With scenes of‘A 
Blacksmith’s Shop’ (British Association for the Advancement of Science) and ‘The Forge’ 
(Countess Mountbatten) he had nearly exhausted the possibilities of popular subjects in 
this style, and in 1772 he exhibited liis first romantic history, ‘Miravan opening the Tombs 
of his Ancestors’ (Derby Gallery; Plate 176). The hterary source of this has not been 
traced (although the story occurs, with other names, in Herodotus), but the picture 
is of an entirely new kind, with affinities to the novels of Mrs RadclilFc, and it includes 
a piece of furniture which suggests a Wedgwood nightmare. It is rare in England to 
find a painter so closely in line with contemporary trends in literature and fashionable 
artifacts. 

From the same year dates Wright’s first exhibited landscape, but it was not until liis 
Italian journey (1773/5) that Wright began to appreciate how his interest in sources of 
light could be combined with landscape painting. The more monumental Italian art left 
little impression on him, but he was lucky to sec Vesuvius in eruption and the annual 
fireworks ai the Castel S. Angelo, and he exhibited landscapes of both of these phenomena 
on his return in 1776. He also appreciated in Italy the style and popularity of Vernct 
and saw the possibility of competing with his pictures of moonlight. ‘Vesuvius’ especially 
became one of Wright’s favourite themes in later years and more than a dozen variants of 
the subject are known. But his most original contributions to Enghsh landscape painting 
were views of his native Derbyshire, especially the country round Matlock, seen under 
unusual conditions of sunlight or in moonlight arrangements. A typical example, signed 
and dated from an unreadable year in the 1780s is the‘Moonlight Scene’ (Plate 171A) 
at Alfrcton Hall. The architectonics of the scene are only a little different from those 
in the more topographical views of Thomas Smith (d. 1767 and known as ‘Smith of 
Derby’), from which his own first taste for landscape may have derived. The moonlight 

198 



WRIGHT AND THE PAINTERS OF ROMANTIC LITERATURE 

gives a romantic air to such pictures, but their aim was much more the faithful rendering 
of effects of moonlight than this air of romance. In fact, just as his earlier candlelight 
study had shown its effects in his daylight portraits, his study of the even, glassy, smooth¬ 
ness of moonlight is carried over into his daylight landscapes, giving them, something of 
the disquieting effect of smooth linoleum. 

Wright’s study of the Antique in Rome had a curious and not altogether happy effect 
on his later portrait style. His draperies often cling to the form iti a shcathlike fashion, 
which anticipates the extravagances of Fuseli, and his hands make more eloquent play 
than is normal among the more impassive peoples of the North. His best portraits date 
about 1781 and one of the most illuminating is the ‘Sir Brooke Boothby’ (Tate 
Gallery; Plate 165) of that ycar~a gentleman pensively reclining in a woodland glade and 
meditating on the volume which he clutches so carelessly and which is lettered ‘Rousseau’. 
It well illustrates all the peculiarities of Wright’s later style and points to one of their 
sources in the intellectual world of the Encyclopaedists. Soon afterwards he painted his 
masterpiece of group portraiture, ‘The Coke Family’, at Brookhill Hall. 

In subject pictures Wright found that he had exhausted the vein of candlelight pieces 
by the time of his return from Italy in 1775. Hoping to become established as a fashionable 
portrait painter he moved to Bath (which Gainsborough had left in 1774) as soon as he 
was back, but clients did not come and he returned for good to Derby in 1777, where he 
found a steady stream of portrait clients and enough leisure to paint landscapes and the 
subject-pieces in which lie was most interested. But literature, rather than history, was the 
source of his themes. To the Academy of 1778 he sent a study of ‘Edwin’ (no vulgar boy) 
from Beattie’s Minstrel, of which at least three originals arc known; and to that of 1781 a 
study of Sterne’s ‘Maria’ (Derby Gallery), which, in style and arrangement, recalls the 
figures on Wedgwood’s pottery; while for Wedgwood himself he painted in 1784 ‘The 
Maid of Corinth’, a theme lately popularized by Haylcy in a poem, and which had already 
been treated by Alexander Runciman and David Allan. For the first time contemporary 
poetry and painting went hand in hand, and Wright’s masterpiece in this genre was ‘The 
Dead Soldier’^ (Plate i7IR)» ^ subject from Langhorne’s poems, which was popularized 
by an engraving and, according to contemporary letters, brought tears to the eyes of 
beholders. The age of romantic sensibility has arrived and Wright’s picture, shown at the 
Academy of 1787, is one of the finest of its early examples. About the same time he did 
two pictures for Boy dell’s Shakespeare Gallery, which had much more ol the air of an 
illustration to the text than the stagy pictures of Opie and Northcote. 

More nearly related to the work of Greuze and to Ic genre serieux as it was practised in 
France is the rare work of Henry Walton (1746-1813), a gentleman painter who was a 
portraitist of only moderate ability, but who painted a few genre pictures between 1776 
and 1780 of surprising perfection. He had been a pupil of Zoffany and first appears as a 
portraitist in 1771. There can be little doubt that he must later have visited France and seen 
the kind of subject Greuze (and others) were painting, and felt the perfection of Chardin s 
tone. Half a dozen pictures, beginning with the ‘Girl plucking a Turkey 1776 (National 
Gallery), are all that we have from him of this kind, but The Cherry Barrow (Royal 
Academy, 1779* Plate 186) is as near perfection in the genre as has been achieved in 
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English painting, and the feeling for tone is worthy of Chardin. Why Walton gave up 
this kind of painting is obscure, for there was certainly in England at this time a small 
group of patrons with a taste for this kind of picture. Mrs William Lock, writing to 
Fanny Burney about engravings after Greuze in 1789, says ‘I wish we had more painters 
o(Domestic Subjects',^ 

It is probable that the historian would be correct in considering John Hamilton Mor¬ 
timer (i74i?-79) more important than Wright or any other as the pioneer of romantic 
literary subjects, but at present wc must take his work of this kind on trust, or guess at it 
from the considerable number of engravings which exist after his studies of Shakespearean 
heads and single figures. One of his works is known to have impressed and influenced 
Blake, and the kind of subject in which he latterly delighted paved the way for Fuseli. A 
pupil of Hudson at the same time as Wright (probably 1756/7), he later worked for a short 
time with Pine, but was practising on his own as a portrait painter in the early 1760s. In 
1763 and 1764 he won premiums for straight history pictures from the Society for the 
Encouragement of the Arts, but he made his living in the later 1760s mainly by conversa¬ 
tion pieces and small single figures in the style of Zoffany and in occasional theatre pieces 
(also in the style of Zoffany), such as the ‘Scene from King John 1768 at the Garrick Club. 
Only in 1770 did he first find his natural bent, which Edwards describes as ‘representations 
of Banditti, or those transactions recorded in history, wherein the exertions of soldiers arc 
principally employed, as also incantations, the frolics of monsters, and all those kind of 
scenes, that personify “Horrible Imaginings’”. Edwards’s words are supported by the 
titles of Mortimer’s pictures exhibited at the Society of Arts, and, in 1778 and 1779, at the 
Royal Academy - but hardly any of them can be traced to-day.-^” They read like an antici¬ 
pation of much of the subject-matter of Fuseli; and Mortimer too, in 1778, was one of the 
first to take a subject from Spenser, who became a favourite source for romantic history 
pictures. These themes read oddly as the work of a painter who was severely criticized by 
his biographers as preferring to excel at cricket rather than take his art seriously! But he 
was redeemed from the downward path by a virtuous marriage, about 1775, and exhibited 
the same year four companion pictures of‘The Progress of Virtue’ (No. in; Plate 177), 
which have lately been acquired by the Tate Gallery. In the most lively of these his experi¬ 
ence of vice stood him in good stead: the youthful hero is seen abandoning, at a rather late 
stage in the repast, a military dinner at which females are present, and removing a wreath 
of vine-leaves from his hair. No other British painting corresponds so precisely to the 
dubious sincerity of Greuze in his paintings of moral subjects. Wright and Walton re¬ 
present in England the painting of ‘moral subjects’ (in Diderot’s sense) of a neutral or 
domestic caste, while Mortimer represents the seamier side. His Banditti pictures no doubt 
owed something to Salvator Rosa, and it is characteristic of his temperament that he was 
latterly painting scenes from Don Quixote. As a portraitist, though he disHked the 
genre, he also deserves consideration, for his group of the ‘Drake family’^ (Royal 
Academy, 1778) at Shardeloes is the best conversation piece of its period in the Zoflfany 
tradition, and distinctly superior to Zoffany’s own work of this date. No doubt the 
pictures will gradually reappear which will enable a just estimate of Mortimer to be 
arrived at; even from the information available there can be little doubt of his historical 
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importance, and the space devoted to him in Cunningham^s biographies shows tliat the 
memory of him lingered. 

Another notable exponent of what wc have, perhaps rather unfairly, called ‘the seamier 
side’ of genre painting was Matthew William Peters (1742-1814). He has a link with 
Mortimer, since one of the most reputed of his half-length arrangements of young ladies 
*in an undress was a portrait of Mortimer’s sisteras ‘Hebe’, which was engraved in 1779. He 
has also a much stronger link with France tlian other British painters of genre, since he 
was in Paris in 1775 (when he was copying Rubens), and again in 1783/4, when he 
associated closely with Vestier and the young Boilly. Those who admired him (and they 
were less numerous than his detractors) called liim ‘the English Titian’, not solely because 
he had spent the years 1773/4 hi Venice, but because he liad a lush juiciness of colour 
during liis best years, and a rich creamy impasto, which remind one, at a long remove, of 
Venice. His high key and his feeling for texture of paint are certainly his most unusual and 
agreeable characteristics, but it must be admitted that his colour reminds us more often 
of the ‘jammy’ effects of Baroccio than of the sonorous harmonics of Titian. Peters too 
had been a pupil of Hudson in the later 1750s, perhaps at the same time as Wright and 
Mortimer. But we know nothing of his Hudsonesque phase and he quickly adapted him¬ 
self to modern continental inodes by study in Italy from 1762 to 1766. His first mature 
phase, from 1766 to 1772 is of little importance. Much of his work at this time was por¬ 
traiture in crayons (though little has been identified) and he had developed in the later 
1760s a tendency to imitate the cheesy impasto of Reynolds. In 1769 he became a Free¬ 
mason and established a connexion with a body of patrons who stood him in good stead in 
his art, and later in the Church. But liis really formative years were spent abroad from 
1772 to 1776, at Venice, Parma, Paris, Rome, and probably elsewhere. It was during these 
years that he acquired a liking for a high key of colour, for the swimmy facial expressions 
of Correggio, for harmonies of pink and cream and smoke, and for genre subjects of a 
mildly risquckind. On his return to London he exliibited at the Academy a series of lightly 
draped busts of smiling and inviting ladies, which caused a mild scandal and became 
instantly popular in engravings. These are the English equivalent of yet another aspect of 
Greuze’s work, and they are, to modern taste, more agreeable than that phase of Greuze, 
since they are completely devoid of moral overtones and tlie yearning glances are given 
no cover by being made to appear to be motivated by a dead sparrow or an attitude of 
prayer. This phase only lasted until about 1778 (when Peters became an r.a.), but it is 
for the pictures of this period that he is famous. They were followed by genre scenes in the 
same key and with the same qualities of paint, such as his Diploma picture, ‘Children with 
Fruit and Flowers’ (deposited with the Academy in 1777; Plate i6ob), and a few portraits, 
especially of women, which have an evanescent and very feminine charm - in single 
figures only, for his efforts at group portraits are all of them failures. 

In 1779, perhaps for prudential rather than from higher motives, Peters was at Oxford, 
studying to be ordained. In 1781 he was ordained Deacon, in 1782 Priest, and he cele¬ 
brated this change of life by exhibiting at the Academy of 1782 ‘An Angel carrying the 
Spirit of a Child to Paradise’, wliich was followed by other works in the same vein. They 
became extremely popular in engraving, but they belong to the curiosities of the history 
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of taste rather than to the history of art. Peters’s last serious works as a painter (except for a 
few portraits, such as the lively ‘Bishop Hinchliffc’, engraved 1788, at Trinity College, 
Cambridge) were some history pictures for Boydcll’s Shakespeare Gallery and for Mack- 
lin’s Poets’ Gallery in the later 1780s. These did not altogether meet with ecclesiastical 
approval, for, although liis scenes from Henry VIJI are as dull and stagy as the worst of 
Northcotc, his illustrations from The Merry Wives of Windsor and Much Ado about Nothing 
show something of the same spirit, under a cloak of Shakespearean respectability, as his 
studies of feminine genre of the 1770s. They arc among the most light-hearted works of 
the Shakespeare Gallery, but Peters retired from professional painting and membership 
of the Academy in 1788 and settled down to the comfortable enjoyment of a plurality of 
livings. He was quite a good clergyman, but, before he took orders, he showed promise 
of being a painter of some individual talent. 

These English pioneers of domestic genre and of the romantic literary subject can all 
be seen in some sense as a British counterpart to a popular continental mode, whose most 
famous exponent was Greuze, and some of them, such as Wright and Mortimer, can also 
be treated as among the forerunners of Fuseli. Their Scottish counterparts were of a more 
serious tone and their connexion with Fuseli was closer. Two brothers, sons of an Edin¬ 
burgh builder, were the leaders: Alexander Runciman (1736-85), who was liistoricaliy 
the more important, and his younger brother, John Runciman (1744-68), who had given 
promise, at the time of liis early death, of becoming one of the most original and sensitive 
British painters of the century. 

Alexander Runciman was apprejiticcd in 1750 to the decorative painting firm of* 
‘Robert Norrie and Coy.’, who were continuing to adorn the houses of Edinburgh in a 
tradition derived from a blend of Gaspard Poussin and Pannini. Unexpectedly he 
developed a passion for landscape for its own sake and it is said that, at the time of his 
starting independent practice in 1762, landscape was the object of his ambition. Certainly 
he was the first to paint watercolours, lightly tinted, of the Scottish scene in a more 
advanced romantic style than the pretty topographical views of Paul Sandby. The date 
of the half-dozen or so such watercolours in the Print Room of the Scottish National 
Gallery is uncertam, but they probably date from after his return from Italy, since they 
betray a knowledge of the landscape drawings of Claude as well as of those of Rembrandt. 
Alexander was presumably the teacher of liis brother John, and Farington relates^ in 1797 
that he was shown by Stothard certain ‘specimens in imitation of Rubens’, who told him 
that ‘much of the process he learnt from one of the Runcimans, whose father, a painter at 
Edinburgh, was taught it by a Fleming’. As Stothard can hardly have learned it fromjohn, 
it must have been from Alexander, but it is John whose few pictures show a profoundly 
sympathetic use of something like a Rubens technique. They cannot be seen in public 
outside the Edinburgh Gallery, and the four best probably date from the end of his life, 
between 1766, when he accompanied Alexander to Rome, and 1768, when he possibly 
committed suicide in Naples after destroying much of his work in a fit ofself-depreciation. 
Three of these are small scenes of religious genre, but the fourth is a larger picture, signed 
and dated 1767, of‘King Lear in the Storm’ (Plate 174A). This is an altogether surprising 
masterpiece, mature in both technique and invention, remarkable as a subject at so early 
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a date, and altogether unvitiated by any suggestion of an influence from the stage. The 
theatre was still forbidden in Edinburgh and this fact no doubt helped to keep John 
Runciiiian s style unsophisticated, but it does not caccount for a purely romantic painting 
which was about half a century in advance of its time. The Runcimans were probably tlie 
first British painters for whom the study of poetry was a direct source of inspiration, and 
their passion for Shakespeare is further documented by the ‘Selfportrait’ of Alexander 
with his friend John Brown, painted in 1784, where the two are discussing the interpreta¬ 
tion of a passage in ‘The Tempest’ (Scottish National Portrait Gallery).It is not unnatural 
that a mind attuned in this way would feel moved, among the splendours of Roman 
Antiquity, to turn to a subject from the greatest of British poets, but John Runciman seems 
to have been the first to do so. Fuseli, who reached Rome in 1770, after Jolin’s death, 
became friendly with Alexander Runciman and seems to have started in Rome his own 
scries of paintings from Shakespearean themes, which first appeared at the Academy 
of 1774. 

Of Alexander’s own work in Rome, apart from some drawings and watercolours, we 
have no certain knowledge, but it is possible that ‘The Origin of Painting’ (the same 
subject that Wright later painted for Wedgwood), which is still at Penicuik House, dates 
from this period. He left Rome in 1771, and, after a brief stay in London, was appointed 
Director of the Edinburgh Academy in 1772. This body, wliich had Iiithcrto had no 
loftier ambition than serving the needs of providing patterns for Scottish industry, was 
remodelled by Runciman to fall in line with the Academies of London and the rest of 
Europe. History painting was now esteemed in Scotland in the first place of honour and 
an ‘academic’ tradition was founded. Alexander Runciman liimself painted a series of 
scenes (finished by 1773) from the story of Ossian in the great hall of Penicuik House, 
which were unfortunately destroyed by fire in 1899, but their intensely romantic and 
‘illustrative’ character can be estimated fiom a number of studies which survive in the 
Print Room at Edinburgh. Perhaps they are too ‘poetical’, but they are in marked contrast 
to the stagy rhetoric of the Boydell group of painters, and their affinities are all with 
Fuseli, whom Runciman docs not seem to have met again after his return to Scotland. In 
less ambitious works, such as the ‘Landscape with a Hermit’ at Edinburgh ~ one of the few 
British landscapes in a spirit akin to Richard Wilson - or ‘David returning victorious after 
slaying Goliath’ (Plate i66a) at Penicuik House, Alexander Runciman is seen operating 
within his range and shows a fresh imagination and a sense of design which promised well 
for the future of Scottish painting. That this promise was not fulfilled must be laid at the 
door of Scottish patronage. 

As Master of the Edinburgh Academy Runciman was succeeded by David Allan (i 744- 
1796), son of the shore-master at Alloa and a pupil of the Foulis Academy at Glasgow, 
who also had studied in Italy from 1764 until about 1775 or 1776. Allan had studied under 
Gavin Hamilton and had won a medal at the Academy of St Luke in Rome in 1773 with 
his Origin of Painting (Edinburgh), and he too had returned (at first to London) with 
aspirations to be a history painter. But he had abandoned this Utopian desire by the time 
he finally settled in Edinburgh in 1780, where he found there was little desire for anything 
but portraits on the scale of life, conversation pieces, and occasional scenes of genre. 
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Fortunately he had experimented with these lesser modes on a visit to Naples, where he 
had a letter to Sir William Hamilton. From 1775 date various versions of a conversation 
piece of‘Sir William and Lady Hamilton’ (Earl Cathcart, etc.), and the first example of a 
genre scene from common Hfc by a Scottish painter, the rather trivial ‘The uncultivated 
Genius’ in the Edinburgh Gallery. But this picture is interesting as the ancestor of one of 
the most characteristic types of Scottish genre, of which Wilkie was the best exponent. 
While at Naples peasant types from Procida attracted Allan and he painted a few studies 
in oil of such figures and many small watercolours, at Naples, Rome, and on liis return 
through France, of characteristic local types of the sort which Wheatley had made 
popular with his Cries of London, Some of these, and typical scenes of common life in 
Rome and Naples, Allan exploited in a mixture of etching and aquatint, and he found a 
ready market for similar works of Scottish inspiration. These led on by natural stages to 
his illustrations to Allan Ramsay’s pastoral. The Gentle Shepherd^ by which Allan is best 
known to-day, and such works earned him the absurd title of the ‘Scottish Hogarth’. His 
work is, in fact, pure rustic genre, without any overtones of satire, social, political, or 
moral preoccupations. But it is the ancestor of much of Wilkie, Carse, Lizars, Geikie, and 
one of the most natural and unaffected types of Scottish genre, which never altogether 
found its counterpart in England. As a portrait painter Allan is less important. He is well 
represented in every aspect ofportraiturc at Hopetoun House, but his most pleasing works 
are naive conversation pieces, in which he followed the tradition of Zoffany without 
ever becoming falsely modish. One of the most lively is ‘The Family of Sir James Hunter- 
Blair, Bart’ (Plate 190A) I785,at Blairquhan, which is almost an anthology of the various 
motifs which can be used for large groups of children of this kind, and also shows the 
attenuated form in which aspirations to historical composition had to find their outlet. 
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SPORTING PAINTERS FROM WOOTTON TO STUBBS 

After the portraits of himself, his wife, and liis children the English patron of the 
eighteenth century liked best to have a portrait of his horse, and copies or engravings of 
portraits of famous horses or sporting scenes were in at least as great demand as portraits 
of the royal family or of popular heroes. But patrons were often less fastidious over the 
artistic quality of horse pictures than of human portraits, and the general run of sporting 
painting, although of absorbing interest to the social historian and to the student of the 
turf, is on a level with the work of those lesser portraitists whose achievements are passed 
over in silence in this book. To discuss the Sartorius tribe and such painters is no business 
of the historian of art, no matter how bitter the accusations of neglect are wont to be from 
those specialist writers who sometimes confuse the history of art with praising famous 
horses. The founder of sporting genre in England, Francis Barlow, was a distinguished 
painter in his own right; the Kneller of the field, John Wootton, made a valuable con¬ 
tribution to the British landscape tradition; George Stubbs was one of our great masters; 
and, after the period with which this book deals, Ben Marshall, who first emerges as a 
sporting painter in 1792, deserves a respectable niche in the history of British painting. 
The other figures who deserve mention are few. 

The racecourse at Newmarket seems to have been the centre from which sporting 
pictures originated. The three founders of the school, Wootton, Tillemans, and Seymour, 
all worked there, and some of the most attractive early sporting pictures are panoramic 
views of Newmarket Heath with a string of horses. Such paintings are rather numerous, 
and, without the signatures, it is not always easy to tell a Wootton from a Tillemans. They 
show the first marriage of the topographical tradition of landscape with a sporting 
element. 

Jolin Wootton (d. 1756) was bom early enough to have been a pupil of Wyck in the 
1690s and to have assisted Siberechts in 1694. Wyck was a battle painter and Siberechts a 
specialist in a landscape style which was just beginning to break away from die topo¬ 
graphical tradition. To this background Wootton himself added only a specialization in 
the painting of the horse, and, in the first reference to him among the Welbeck accounts, 
in 1714, he is described as ‘y^ horse painter. He is very liberally represented at Welbeck 
and his horse portraits vary little in style from 1714 until the end of his career. The normal 
run is of pictures about 40 x 50 in., with the horse in profile, held by a groom, with a 
suspicion of a classic portico indicating a gendeman s stables at one side. Sometimes there 
are two grooms, sometimes a dog is added, sometimes a classical pot, but the formula is 
constant. Sometimes too the picture is life size. From this basic type Wootton s other 
kinds of picture evolve — die sporting conversation piece, hunt groups, and so on. He was 
nearly as prolific as Kneller and prospered proportionately. Hounds also did not come 
amiss to his brush and, in his earlier years, he was not above doing a portrait of a lap dog 
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Sometimes he collaborated with Dahl (as in the ‘Henry Hoare’ 1726 at Stourhead) in 
doing the horse for a full-scale equestrian portrait. He was an adequate, but hardly a 
scrupulous, painter of the personality of individual horses and his best pictures are those 
in which liis genuine bent for landscape could be given play. Two great series of sporting 
scenes, planned to be built into a hall as decoration, are at Longleat and Althorp, and the 
latter can be dated from a passage in Lord Egmont’s Diary around 1734. In such a scene as 
‘Leaving the Kcmicl' (Plate 178A) at Althorp, Wootton appears as a good deal more than 
a sporting painter. He shows resource as a designer, a lively fund of human and animal 
observation, as well as a sympathy with his subject. If he had been given much chance to 
exploit tliis sort of vein he might even have become a sort of sporting Hogarth. Wootton 
is in fact at his best when he is doing somctliing different from the pure horse portrait, and 
late works such as ‘George II at Dettingen’ 1754 (Hopetoim House) have an extremely 
lively battle scene in the background, which shows that he must have learned much from 
Wyck and refined that knowledge with something of the spirit of Vandcrmeulen. A great 
many nondescript pictures pass undeservedly under Wootton’s name, but his original 
work has always a considerable level of competence. His importance in the history of 
British landscape painting has already been discussed. 

Peter Tillemans, who died in 1734, was an Antwerp painter who must have been some¬ 
what younger than Wootton. Brought over to England in 1708 he was employed at first 
in hack copying of Old Masters and then graduated into being an antiquarian draughts¬ 
man. In 1719 he did about 500 drawings for Bridges’s Northamptonshire. From this to 
doing views of gentlemen’s seats was a natural step, and from topographical panoramas 
to enlivening them with strings of horses was another. In his later years he did many such 
views of Newmarket and he also painted horse-portraits in Wootton’s manner, but 
usually with more daintiness about his treatment of the sitter on horseback, a quality 
which can best be expressed by noting that he was the first teacher of Arthur Devis. To 
sporting genre he contributed nothing new. 

The tliird of the ‘Old Masters’ of sporting painting was James Seymour (1702-52), a 
gentleman with some personal experience of the turf and a gift for drawing. He must 
count to some extent as an imitator of Wootton, but his drawings of horses suggest a 
quality of interest in the personality of the animal wliich Wootton did not have. He too 
settled at Newmarket and his interest, unlike Wootton’s, was solely in horses and horse- 
painting. He is thus of more interest to the historian of the turf and it may well be that 
his horses give a much more accurate account of the originals than Wootton’s do. 
But as pictures his works seem merely rather amateurish and amusing imitations of 
Wootton, Certain examples are not common, but there is an important group in Lord 
Hylton’s collection at Ammerdown* which probably covers the full range of his 
achievement. 

Between this first generation and the generation of Stubbs and Sawrey Gilpin there is 
no connecting link. Horse paintings continued to be produced but no progress was made 
in the genre, which, though lucrative, was considered very low in the artistic scale. With 
Stubbs it rises to a level with the most distinguished achievements of British painting, 
although the struggle which both Stubbs and Gilpin made to have their art recognized as 
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on a level of seriousness with the portrait painter s and history painter’s was not crowned 
with success. 

To classify George Stubbs (1724-1806) as a ‘sporting painter’, as was done in his own 
lifetime, has been habitual since, and is repeated for convenience in this book, is assuredly 
wrong. He has no hnks with the sporting painters of the generation of W^ootton, he never 
painted at Newmarket and horse pictures form only a part of his work, which embraces, 
in its affectionate study, man, the whole animal kingdom, and nature. His earliest passion 
was for anatomy and he seems at first to have practised portraiture as a means ofli velihood 
while pursuing his anatomical studies. Wigan (1744). Leeds, York (about 1746 to 1752), 
Hull and Liverpool were the scenes of his early practice before he made a visit to Italy, 
allegedly in 1754,‘to convince himselfthat Nature is superior to all art’.- Wc knownothing 
of his paintings during these years, but he gave private lectures on human anatomy to the 
pupils in York Hospital in 1746, and he drew and etched the human embryo for a book on 
midwifery by Dr Burton of York, which was published in 1751. Instead of academics and 
the Antique he approached the study of painting through anatomy and this training isolated 
liim from all his contemporaries in England. Another eccentric trait for an eighteenth- 
century character was that man was much less the centre of the universe for him than a 
mere element in the animal kingdom, and he was absorbingly interested in wild animals 
of all kinds and especially in the horse. Trees and plants also received the same loving 
attention. One can imagine the kind of superior criticism from some Italian-travelled flicc 
painter which must have exasperated this unspoiled student of the natural sciences into 
visiting Italy to sec for himself that there was no need for him ever to have gone there! 
On this journey too he is said to have visited Morocco and to have seen a lion attack a 
frightened horse, an incident which laid the foundation for his interest in dramatic animal- 
history pictures. That he found horses to be preferable to human beings seems probable, 
and I cannot but suppose that he found encouragement for this view in some of the pictures 
of Albert Cuyp, which are the only artistic antecedent to which one can point. The 
dwarfing of his human figures by comparison with his horses, the emphasis on the noble 
characteristics of the beast, and the setting of it against an expanse of sunny sky and land¬ 
scape (often of a kind unsuited to the training of race-horses) all point to Cuyp as a 
formative influence. But Stubbs is not recorded ever to have mentioned the name of Cuyp. 
Soon after his return from abroad he went to Lincolnsliire, where his earliest known por¬ 
traits are to be found at Scawby, and, from about 1756 to about 1760 he was engaged in 
making the drawings for a great work on The Anatomy of the Horse^ in a remote Lincoln¬ 
shire farmhouse, where he lived in studious discomfort with the animals he was dissecting. 
These drawings were finally published in I7^^> was this astonishing and monu¬ 

mental work, rather than any connexion with the turf, which - ironically enough - 
established Stubbs’s reputation as a ‘horse painter , and gradually forced him to take, in 
the hierarchy of fashionable art, a place below those who painted human beings with a 
complete disregard for their anatomy. 

In his work and drawings for The Anatomy ofthe Horse Stubbs places himself among the 
great natural scientists England has produced, for it is not altogether beside the mark to 
liken his work on the horse to what Vesalius had done for human anatomy. At the end of 
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his life, about 1802 onwards, Stubbs was engaged on A comparative anatomical exposition 
of the structure of the human body with that of a Tiger and Common Fowls, which was never 
completed, from which it is plain that the leading interests of his life remained unaltered. 
But the eye of the anatomist and the eye of the artist are not altogether at one, and it is 
sometimes a fair criticism of Stubbs’s pictures that the artist yields to the anatomist. His 
animal figures will be beautifully and accurately drawn, his trees and foreground weeds 
will command admiration from the botanist, and there will be a charming landscape. Yet 
everything is not pulled together so as to produce the effect of a single act of vision. From 
uncompleted pictures such as the frieze of‘Brood Mares and Foals’ (Plate i8t) at Went¬ 
worth Woodhousc, wc can sec Stubbs’s method. He concentrated first on the single 
figures ofhorscs and arranged them in a lovely and flowing arabesque-and then the land¬ 
scape would have been laboriously inserted, piece by piece, between the legs. For what 
he could see with a single look Stubbs had the artist’s eye, but there were limits to his 
creative imagination - as is proper for an anatomist - and some of his arrangements of 
w^ild animals, such as the huge ‘Lion slaying a Buck’ and ‘Lion seizing a Horse’ formerly 
at Hutchinson House, have too much the air of habitat groups in a natural history m iiseum. 

After his labours on The Anatomy of the Horse were completed, about 1760, Stubbs 
settled in London and practised as a painter. He started exhibiting with the Society of 
Artists in 1761 and our knowledge of his painting begins about this time. Three large 
pictures at Goodwood - which date about 1761/2 - show the maturity and novelty of his 
work at this period. The finest is ‘The 2nd Duke and Duchess of Richmond watching 
Horses exercising’ (Plate 180), which is almost an anthology of his various abilities. 
Florses and dogs and human beings arc portrayed with equal sympathy and affection, as 
well as trees and the broader aspects of English landscape. The lovely group of the horse 
being groomed at the right has a rival in English painting only in the freshest of Gains¬ 
borough’s Suffolk landscapes, such as the pictures of 1755 at Woburn, and Stubbs reveals 
something of the same feeling for musical rhythm in the natural grouping of figures. Yet 
the composition as a whole tends to fall to pieces and is rather an assembly of fragmentary 
felicities. Much of Stubbs’s finest work was painted between 1762 and the foundation of 
the Academy in 1769, conversation pieces (with or without horses), some studies of wild 
animals, and the most splendid of his large horse portraits, the life-size ‘Whistlejacket’ 
(receipt dated 1762) at Wentworth Woodhouse. Yet because he was considered to 
belong to that lowly genre of ‘sporting painters’, Stubbs did not become a founder- 
member of the Royal Academy. The three painters of real distinction whose work 
illustrated the exhibition of the Society of Arts, after the defection of the Academicians, 
in 1769, were Stubbs, Wright of Derby, and Zoffany. Stubbs’s intellectual affinities are 
in fact closer with Wright of Derby than with any other painter. Both had a profound 
interest in,the natural sciences and both, in later life, had professional relations with Wedg¬ 
wood, one of the first scientific industrialists to seek the co-operation of serious artists in 
industrial production. 

The effect of his exclusion from the Academy was to make Stubbs exhibit at the Society 
of Arts in 1770 only pictures which were not of a sporting kind. He showed a ‘Hercules 
and Achelous’ (a history subject in which it was proper to include a bull), a ^conversation’ 
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a repose after shooting , and the first of his pictures in enamel, a*Lion devouring a Horse*. 
The ‘conversation’ seems to have been the ‘Melbourne and Milbanke Families’ (J. J. W. 
Salmond; Plate 182), in which it must be admitted that there are three horses and a dog, 
yet the picture counts as one of the most satisfactory English group portraits of the century. 
One of Stubbs s great qualities, which no doubt militated against his success, was that he 
had no eye for fashion at all. Fie saw human beings of all degrees at their best when they 
were affectionately associated with animals, and he shows us as a result the rural life of the 
English gentleman as no other painter succeeds in showing it, and the gentle rhythm of his 
designs, with their slow curves, makes the ideal formal language for tliis revelation. 

From 1770 onwards he started to experiment in the use of enamel colours on copper, 
and, by 1778, Wedgwood had managed to produce china plaques, of considerable size 
which were suitable for the same pigments. Tliis technique gives a smooth gloss and 
polish to some of his later works, even on canvas, which is rather distasteful by modern 
standards. It was at this time, and at first for these china plaques that he designed his rustic 
idylls, but he repeated them, with a greater breadth of feeling and a fuller range of tone in 
the shadows, on panel or canvas. This can be seen by comparing ‘The Reapers’ on china 
at Port Sunlight, with the version on panel of 1783 at Upton House (Plate 179B). The 
former is hardly more than gay and pretty, the latter has something of the mood, mystery, 
and poetic feeling of early Wordsworth. Stubbs’s achievement in tliis kind of picture is 
very like that of Cuyp: the simple and veracious study of men and animals in a rural scene, 
as the faintly melancholy shadows of evening descend, conveys a hint of tears, and this 
feeling is echoed in a masterly way by Stubbs’s use of the formal elements of picture- 
making. 

Throughout his life Stubbs made pictures of any wild animal he had an opportunity of 
studying. Lions and tigers were his favourite subjects - after horses - but he painted sheep 
and cattle also and a zebra, a moose, a cheetah, and a monkey as the occasion offered. In the 
179OS he enjoyed the patronage of the Prince of Wales, and, in certain pictures of the 
royal horses and servants - such as ‘The Prince of Wales’s Phaeton, with the State-Coach¬ 
man, a Stable Boy, etc.’ 1793 (Plate 179A) - Stubbs contrived to paint a picture which 
showed his opinion of the relative importance of men and animals. It is a picture more in 
the Chinese tradition than in that of eighteenth-century Europe, and has, more than most, 
that quality of strangeness which lifts many of Stubbs’s pictures from the category of 
‘sporting art’ into the realm of the poetry of creative observation. For imagination and a 
sense for the ‘grand style’ were equally lacking to Stubbs, and for this, in his own day, he 
was not forgiven. 

Only one other horse-painter, Sawrey Gilpin, deserves to be considered as something 
more than a painter of ‘sporting pictures’, but two who were sporting painters and 
nothing more deserve mention as followers, to some extent, of Stubbs. Benjamin Killing- 
beck, probably a Leeds artist, who exhibited in London from 1769 to 1789 ^^^d had begun 
as a portrait painter, seems to have been considerably influenced by Stubbs when he was 
working at W^entworth "Woodhouse, and, after Stubbs had quarrelled with Lord Rock¬ 
ingham, the latter turned to Killingbcck for portraits of his horses. One at Wentworth, 
dated 1776, is worthy of a follower of Stubbs, but such later examples as I have noted 
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show a falling off which suggests that Killingbeck would not repay study. John Boultbce 
(i753-“i812)3 was a more serious painter from a respectable Leicestershire family and 
first exhibited in London in 1775. He does not seem to have been a direct pupil of Stubbs, 
but, during the 1780s, the influence of Stubbs is strong on him, the slow curves of his 
pattern and the rather hazy distances. Such horse pictures as ‘Pagan and Monarch* 1784 
at Althorp suffice to indicate the prevailing influence Stubbs’s art had on the professional 
horse-painters before the emergence of Ben Marshall in the 1790s. 

Sawrey Gilpin (1733-1807), like Stubbs, was not specifically trained to be a horse- 
painter. He came of a good family in Cumberland and was a brother of that eminent 
authority on the Picturesque, the Rev. William Gilpin. In 1749 he came to London and 
was apprenticed to Samuel Scott, the landscape and marine painter, with whom he re¬ 
mained until 1758. It is said that liis market studies attracted the attention of the Duke of 
Cumberland, who took him under his patronage, and it was in the Duke’s stud that he 
first devoted himself to horse-painting. Although lacking altogether Stubbs’s detailed 
knowledge of the horse’s anatomy, Gilpin had a good eye for nature and he liked lively 
movement in horses, whereas Stubbs preferred repose. With his training under Scott, 
Gilpin also was more experienced than Stubbs in marrying his animals with the land¬ 
scape and giving the whole picture an air of unity. The Duke of Cumberland’s horses pro¬ 
vided him with the material for his first elaborate compositions and ‘King Herod’s Dam, 
with all her Brood, employed according to their Ages’ (Society of Artists 1765), now at 
Scampston Hall, is a remarkable achievement. It contrives to make a lively picture, in an 
agreeable landscape, out of subject-matter wliich is primarily an equine genealogical tree. 
Composition, of the academic kind to which Stubbs was almost a stranger, came naturally 
to Gilpin and he, even more than Stubbs, must have been irked by the mean position 
accorded to the sporting painter and by not becoming a founder-member of the Academy. 
Even before the Academy was founded Gilpin had sought to elevate horse-painting by an 
admixture of history (as Reynolds was doing to portrait painting), and the outcrop of 
horse-history pictures during just these years was no doubt a bid for proper recognition. 
Between 1768 and 1772 Gilpin painted three histories of‘Gulliver and the Houyhnhnms’ 
(Southill, York, and Beaumont collection) and in 1769 he showed a sketch for ‘The 
Election of Darius’ (Plate 178B), which was the result of the ncigliing of his horse. He 
later painted this picture on a large scale (York Gallery) in which something of Scott and 
Marlow’s style is blent with a figure style which suggests Luca Giordano. But Gilpin had 
to wait until T795 before he became a.r.a. (he became R.A. in 1797). By then he had 
painted dramatic pictures in the Snyders vein like ‘The Death of the Fox’ (1793), which 
have the advantage of a naturalistic liveliness over Stubbs’s dramatic animal-histories 
although they look flimsy beside them. Gilpin’s pictures are always the work of an artist 
(which cannot be said of some of the lesser sporting painters of the time) and they are more 
vivacious than many of the works of Stubbs, but Gilpin was much the lesser man. It is 
from Gilpin’s style, however, that Ben Marshall and James Ward took the first elements 
of their art, which they were adapt to suit the landscape style of the next age. 
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George Romney (1734-1802) is accepted by common accord to-day as next after Rey¬ 
nolds and Gainsborough of the portrait painters before the age of Lawrence. Tliis is a just 
estimate, and we may fairly place Romney on an isolated and lesser eminence midway 
between the greater heights of Reynolds and Gainsborough and the lower position of 
Hoppner and Beechey. Like Gainsborough, Romney was always complaining about the 
drudgery of face-painting, and we have the evidence of Flaxman (who became his friend 
only in later life) that ‘his heart and soul were engaged in historical and ideal painting’, 
yet there is little to show for this save a mass of drawings for high-flown compositions, 
mostly in the Fitzwilliam Museum at Cambridge, and one or two unsatisfactory pictures 
for Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery of 1787 onwards. These represent the aspirations of the 
shadowed side of Romney’s life, and we know that he was nervous, introspective, un¬ 
sociable, and took no part or apparent interest in the larger concerns of the world. Yet, 
by a curious irony, these very defects of character helped him to become the most success¬ 
ful of fashionable portrait painters. A ‘fashionable’ portrait painter is not one who, like 
Reynolds at his best, penetrates into the character of liis sitter and forms a personal estimate 
of his position in the world of politics or society; nor one, like Gainsborough, who could 
impose his own artistic fantasy upon persons of a very slender personal character: it is one 
who brings forward all those neutral qualities wliich arc valued by Society - health, 
youth, good looks, an air of breeding, or at least of the tone of the highest ranks of the 
social scale. No strong likeness is wanted by such sitters, and the artist who succeeds with 
them must have little curiosity into the secrets of personality. Ronmey, who seems to 
have shunned personal contact with most of his sitters as much as he shunned the risk of 
criticism by exhibiting his works, had the exact quahties of temperament wliich were re¬ 
quired. Add to tliis that his prices always remained lower than those of either Reynolds or 
Gainsborough, that he was very sensitive to good looks in both sexes, and that he had a 
fine and easily recognizable sense of pattern, and you have the ingredients which made 
for his success. He was also, like his rivals, a prodigiously hard worker and had the ambi¬ 
tion to succeed. 

Romney was unlike Reynolds and Gainsborough in two things in particular. There are 
no overtones, either of character or sensibility, about liis portraits, and he acliieved his 
patterns predominantly by line. The flowing curves and easy poses of classical sculpture 
(of the Roman period) are at the back of all his best designs, and it was characteristic of him 
that, when passing through Genoa in 1773, he should write that the Genoese women’s 
costumes ‘produce the most elegant flowing lines imaginable’. He also had a very good 
eye for the placing of the figure in the canvas space so as to give U: the greatest importance 
possible, and a number ofliis experiments in this way approach more closely to the patterns 
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of the Society photographer of to-day than to the paintings of his contemporaries. A 
portrait such as the ‘Samuel Whitbread’ 1781 in the Provost’s Lodge at Eton has this 
quality in a high degree, and the truth is that Romney, as a portrait painter, had the dis¬ 
passionate eye of the camera in expert professional hands, who know that the instrument 
cannot lie but arc not concerned in making it tell the truth. 

Romney was the son of a Lancashire cabinet-maker and was apprenticed to a travelling 
portrait painter named Christopher Steele from 1755 to 1757, when he set up on his own 
in Kendal. Steele is said to have been a pupil of Vanloo and the two portraits by him that 
I have seen are far from contemptible. They are neat and hard and crisply drawn, neither 
gauche nor provincial, and stylistically related to Highmore. Romney’s own earUest por¬ 
traits, between 1757 and his moving to London in 1762, are not unlike harder and pro¬ 
vincial variants on Highmore and they are less accomplished than the work of Christopher 
Steele. 

On first coming to London the young painter, in 1763, won an award from the Society 
of Arts with a ‘Death of Wolfe’, which one assumes to have been in classical costume, but 
he soon settled down to portraiture. His first London period, which lasted until his visit to 
Italy in 1773, seems to have been devoted to acquiring the Hncar rhythms of classical 
drapery, and it is likely that the collection of casts at Richmond House was his principal 
source for this knowledge. In the ambitious works of this period (the only time when he 
exhibited liis work in public) the figures are of unduly elongated proportions, and ‘Sir 
George and Lady Warren and their Daughter’ (Society of Artists 1769) and ‘Mrs Yates as 
“The Tragic Muse’’ ’ (Society of Artists, 1771) are rather pretentious essays in the Antique 
with contemporary models. The same characteristics appear more agreeably in the small 
‘The Artist’s Brothers’ 1766 (Plate 183A). It is significant that, on a brief visit to Paris in 
1764, he should have admired Le Sueur above all others. He had not yet seen Raphael, and it 
is understandable that Lc Sueur’s use of the Antique should have seemed to him to come 
nearer to his ideal than anything he had hitherto seen. One of the maturest works of this 
period is ‘Mr & Mrs Lindow* 1772 (Tate Gallery), in which the papery quality of the 
folds suggests a blend of the classical with the style of Francis Cotes. It was the mantle 
of Cotes (who had died in 1770) that Romney was to inherit when he returned from 
Italy in 1775. 

Romney’s two years in Italy, 1773-5, were passed mainly at Rome, although he spent 
some months studying Titian at Venice. He copied many figures in the ‘Stanze’ of 
Raphael, and it was this direct experience of the Antique and of Raphael which matured 
him as an artist, gave that sense of poise to his figures, and smoothed out his draperies so 
that they no longer seem carefully arranged but fall in natural and graceful lines. This 
transformation from the groping to the mature is apparent in what was almost the first 
portrait he painted on his return, the lovely ‘Mrs Carwardine & Son* 1775 (Plate 187), in 
Lord Hillingdon’s collection. Romney never surpassed, perhaps later never equalled, the 
best of his works in the years 1775-80, while he was still fresh from his Roman experiences, 
and this portrait is the most direct expression of his indebtedness to Raphael, freely based 
as it is on the ‘Madonna deUa Sedia’. In this case he was painting the family of a friend, 
with a more intimate feeling than was common for him, and we can discern perhaps 
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wliat might have been Romney’s stature had he not been content, or temperamentally 
compelled, to become a fashionable portrait painter. 

In 1776 he took a lease of the fine house, with its painting-room, in Cavendish Square 
that had been Cotes’s and he remained there until his final retirement to Kendal, when he 
sold the lease to Martin Archer Shoe, who was to fulfil, in relation to Lawrence, the same 
Sort of position that Romney filled in relation to Reynolds. 

Romney’s work, from 1776 onwards, is as well documented as that of Reynolds. Wc 
h ave most of his ledgers and his sitter books, and even his accounts with his frame-maker. 
He maintains an even level of accomplishment in his best work up to the middle of the 
1780s, when his nerves and his powers began to flag. To some his powers seem to decline 
from 1781, when he first came into contact with Emma Hart (later to become Lady 
Hamilton), who exercised an almost hypnotic fascination upon his imagination, but a 
study of his dated work docs not agree with this hypothesis. Seen in bulk his work is 
rather monotonous, since Romney’s mind did not enlarge, nor did he seek further refine¬ 
ments and perfections in the art of portraiture as both Reynolds and Gainsborough did in 
their later years. But his colour is always strong and clear and sound, and the surface of his 
paint has stood up much better to the action of time than the experiments of Reynolds or 
Gainsborough’s subtleties. He is at his best with people in the bloom of youth and health, 
with fine clothes and fine looks, young men about to leave Eton and young ladies first 
flowering upon the world and Society. Of the Eton leaving portraits ‘Earl Grey’ 1784 
(Plate 183B) is as handsome as any, posed in a convention of which Ronmey was fond, as 
if seen both in the studio and against a summer sky. A young woman’s portrait of the same 
date, and with the same arresting quality, is the ‘Hon. Charlotte Clive’ (Earl of Powis), 
whom one would take for an ancient divinity who has strayed into Society. The aware¬ 
ness of‘Society’ is always there in Romney, in the look, in the conscious gracefulness of 
the pose, or in the movement of the arms. A comparison of what can be considered 
Romney’s masterpiece, ‘Sir Christopher and Lady Sykes’ 1786 (Slcdmcre; Plate 184), a 
pictureknown as ‘TheEvening Walk’, with Gainsborough’s ‘Morning Walk’, is illumin¬ 
ating. The figures arc Roman statues in modern dress, but with gestures more momentary 
and less eternal than ancient statues. They have an air of consequence and of the height of 
fasliion, which Gainsborough’s beings lack, and they could never be taken for anything 
but the portraits of individual persons, while Gainsborough’s figures can stand for the 
image of young love. 

In Lady Hamilton Romney found his own equivalent of what Gainsborough had 
found in his little beggar children, the visible realization of his dreams of an ideal world, 
and Romney’s pictures of her of the 1780s are his equivalent to the fancy pieces Gains¬ 
borough was painting during the same years. There must be half a hundred pictures of his 
‘divine Emma’, some made from direct sittings, some from drawings, and some from 
memory. She is Circe, she is Calypso, she is Alope, or a Bacchante, or a Magdalene, or 
Contemplation. The character parts which Romney selects for her show the nature of his 
infatuation. Oddly enough she is hardly ever what one would call ‘a lady’,and it may well 
be that the pictures of Lady Hamilton are something in the nature of an escape from the 
tyranny of for ever painting sitters who had to be made to look like ladies and gentlemen. 
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Whatever the truth, these fancy pictures are not, as Gainsborough’s arc, one of the glories 
of British art, and, for the student of Romney, in spite of their past expensivencss, tliey 
have rather a clinical than an aesthetic interest. 

It is customary to dismiss Romney’s last years with something like contempt, and it is 
true that his fashionable portraits of diese years show a great falhng off. Yet unliappincss 
seems to have given him for the first time something of a perception of mature character 
and the ‘Warren Hastings’ of 1795 (former India Office; Plate 185) is a noble and serious 
portrait. But it was a final flicker and Romney retired to Kendal in 1798 a broken man and 
an invalid, and died there four years later. 

Nearest to Romney in the broad, flat, planes of his inodelliiig and in the linear clarity of 
his English period was Gilbert Stuart (1755-1828). Born at Narragansett, Rhode Island, 
Stuart is the last of the American painters that need be considered, for, although many 
more came to England to become pupils of Benjamin West, the only one of them who 
settled and made any mark in London for a time was Washington Alston, who belongs 
wholly to the generation of the Romantics. Unlike West and Copley, Stuart returned to 
the United States (in 1793) to become the leading portrait painter of his own country. 

Although Stuart’s American style can hardly be said to belong to the history of British 
painting, we camiot understand Stuart without taking it into account, for it seems to have 
developed the moment he returned to America, and this instinctive adaptation to the re¬ 
quirements of patronage suggests a mind of considerable awareness. Stuart’s New England 
style has something in common with Raeburn’s Scottish idiom, but his lighting is less 
theatrical. He prefers a short bust, often cut with deliberate awkwardness, no hands, and 
a strong concentration on the character and Ukencss of the face. West had already said, in 
the early 1780s, that Stuart *nails the face to the canvass’, but his portraits of English and 
Irish sitters, who had no desire for such a strong likeness, hardly give that impression. 
During his English period, therefore, we must consider that Stuart showed his genius only 
in a muted form, calculated to the requirements of his patronage. 

Stuart’s first contact with European painting was a few months with Cosmo Alexander 
in Edinburgh, before the latter’s death in 1772, but he returned almost immediately to 
New England and sailed for London in June 1775. He entered West’s studio as an assistant 
in 1777, but was free to do portraits on liis own, as he first exhibited at the Academy of 
that year. In 1782 he set up on his own and is reported by a contemporary as having ‘had 
his full share of the bust business’. Extravagant living caused him to escape from his 
creditors to Ireland c. 1787/8, where he also did good business (and lived very extrava¬ 
gantly) until his return to America in 1792/3. But Stuart’s style is not, even technically, 
dependent on West. His handhng of paint is much more accomplished and liis key of 
colour much gayer. It is difficult to suppose that he did not study Romney and he must 
certainly also have studied the portraits of Copley. His own portrait of‘Copley’ (National 
Portrait Gallery; Plate i88a), of about 1785/6, is characteristic of the best work of his 
London period, a strongly lit, broadly modelled bust against a romantic sky. Ovals of 
this kind were the ‘bust business’ in which he specialized and the best surviving group of 
them is the half-dozen, ranging from 1781 to 1786, at Saltram. With a knowledge of 
Stuart’s New England style we can read backwards into these the strong sense of character 
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and likeness which Stuart has been at pains to under-emphasize. To show that he was not 
(as his detractors had alleged) incapable of drawing the human form below the waist, 
Stuart exhibited at the Academy of 1782 the full-length of‘Mr Grant, skating’, now at 
Washington, which was a brilliant success. But most ofhis rare full-lengths arc dull things, 
for Stuart could not impart the feeling of life, which it was natural for him to concentrate 
in the face, over the rest of the human form. The most ambitious ofhis English works is 
‘The Percy Children’ of 1787 at Syon House, which is altogether in the style of Copley, 
but without Copley’s liveliness. 

The next portraitist in public repute after Romney is Jolni Hoppner (1758-1810), who 
admittedly had a large name in his own day, but the recent fashion for him is due chiefly 
to assiduous puffing by the art trade some half a century ago and to the cliildlike desire of 
the very rich in that far-off age of collecting to fill their houses with portraits of beautiful 
women and lovely children. He had enough personal style usually not to leave any doubt 
as to whether a portrait is by him rather than by another, and yet he is for ever reminding 
us of the work of one or other of liis greater contemporaries, at first of Reynolds and 
Romney, and later of Lawrence and Raeburn. He told Danloux that he kept a picture by 
Gainsborough in his studio as a model, and he bought some half-finished portraits at 
Romney’s sale. He veered backwards and forwards between these rival influences, for - 
to take examples only from liis best pictures - while Lord Dartmouth’s ‘Lady Charlotte 
Duncombe’ of 1794 is entirely in the vein of Lawrence, the ‘Lady Elizabeth Bligh’ (Royal 
Academy, 1803; Governor Fuller, Boston) might be mistaken for a Reynolds. He is best 
in half-lengths, for his full-length ladies are little more than torrents of white muslin with¬ 
out form or shape. 

A pupil at the Royal Academy schools in 1775, Hoppner first exliibited in 1780, and 
there can be little doubt that his earliest works, from the T780S, in which he combined 
something of Reynolds’s facture with Romney’s feehng for large pattern, are the best. 
Unexpectedly he is well represented in the National Gallery. The ‘Princess Mary’ (Royal 
Academy, 1785; Plate 189B) at Windsor and ‘Sir M. W. Ridley’ r. 1786 at Blagdon re¬ 
present about the peak ofhis acliicvement, and the former is a really very astute combina¬ 
tion of elements taken from Reynolds and Romney. But every one of Hoppner’s 
borrowings and combinations is contrived because it was calculated to please the flashy 
taste of those circles whose centre was the Prince of Wales. He had his reward, for in 1789 
he was appointed Portrait Painter to the Prince of Wales, though he did not become 
A.R.A, until 1793 and r.a. until 1795. Happily death carried him olF in time for the 
Prince, whose taste had matured, not to be too late to give liis patronage to Lawrence. 
Lawrence’s portraiture has given to the Regency and to the reign of George IV a cachet 
without which they would have cut a much poorer figure in liistory. Hoppner himself 
was attaining something nearer sobriety of style in his last years, as well as a more indi¬ 
vidual distinction, for his ‘Earl Spencer’ of 1808 at Althorp almost for the first time docs 
not remind us of any other painter - or at least Hoppner has gone back to the Old Masters 
for strength rather than to his contemporaries. But the success of the portrait is a tour de 
force in spite of bad drawing. 

Hoppner’s chief rival - if we omit Lawrence - was Sir William Beechey (i753“i839) 


215 



THE CLASSICAL AGE 


who was a better draughtsman and a more conscientious painter. But he is deadly dull. 
This praiseworthy dullness stood him in good stead, for, while Hoppner suited the flashy 
taste of the Prince of Wales, Becchey's stolid prose was more agreeable to Queen Char¬ 
lotte and he was made Portrait Painter to the Queen in 1793. Bcechey studied in the 
Academy schools in 1772 and first exhibited in 1776. He is said to have been a pupil of 
Zoffany and he began with small-scale full-lengths in Zoffany’s manner, but painted as 
if by a pupil of Reynolds. The few of these which have been traced are pleasing and 
original. From 1782 to 1787 Beechey was settled at Norwich and painted the Norfolk 
gentry and his sound, provincial, unfashionable style is well represented by the ‘George 
Maltby’ of 1785 in the Hall of Durham Castle. It is much more solid and respectable than 
his attempts at pleasing London taste after he had settled there in 1787. Half a dozen 
portraits of the children of the Duke of Buccleuch (at Bowhill) show Beechey in 1789 and 
have something of the uneasy charm of the newcomer from the country after the first 
impact of the London fashions. But, by 1791, when he exhibited the ‘Dashwood Children’ 
(Toledo, Ohio), Beechey had arrived at his final style, which was modified only by the 
increasingly ugly fashions of the next fifty years. His roots always go back to the age before 
Lawrence and his respectable prose was always a counterweight to the more fancy style, 
first of Hoppner, and later of Lawrence. We may compare with Hoppner’s ‘Princess Mary’ 
(Plate 189B) Beechey’s portrait of the same sitter (Royal Academy, 1797; Plate 189A) at 
Windsor. It is modest and gentle and unassuming and has all those domestic virtues which 
the royal family (other than the Prince of Wales) appreciated. 

Between them Hoppner and Bcechey show the two opposite sides of the pre-romantic 
tradition in its last phase, and Bcechey, who answers to Dahl a hundred years earher, 
carried on the tradition for persons who preferred the old modes until after Lawrence’s 
death. The other portrait painters of the early nineteenth century, Shee, Owen, Harlow, 
and Jackson, all belong to Lawrence’s following. Often distinguished in half-lengths, 
their pursuit of an elegance of which Lawrence alone held the knack gives an unfortunate 
quality to their whole-length portraits, which Hay don neatly summed up by calling them 
the ‘tip-toe school’ of portraiture. 

One of the lesser rivals of Beechey who just deserves not to be omitted - perhaps because 
his portrait of‘Lord Nelson’ and one or two others have become well known from en¬ 
gravings - was Lemuel Francis Abbott (r. 1760-1802). From about 1780 he had a con¬ 
siderable vogue, especially in naval circles, and his bust portraits have distinct individuality. 
When he essayed the human form below the waist he was less a master. Good work by 
him can be seen at the National Portrait Gallery and at Greenwich. 
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CHAPTER 24 

ZOFFANY: THEATRE GENRE AND LATER 
CONVERSATION PIECES 


The class of picture which can be called the ‘theatrical conversation piece’ was rare before 
the 1760s, when Garrick seems to have become alive to its advertising possibilities. A 
‘theatrical conversation* is by no means merely a scene from a play: it shows certain well- 
known actors in parts for which they were famous and its rise to popularity coincides 
with a change in the social position of actors, just as the conversation piece proper had 
appeared with the emergence of the prosperous middle classes. Although Richard van 
Bleeck had painted stage scenes, no actor was identifiable in them, and Hogarth’s ‘Beggar’s 
Opera’ picture, of 1728/9, which can be called the ancestor of the genre, was famous 
mainly because it combined the drama on the stage with drama in real life, and showed 
the young Duke in the box who ran away with the heroine. Haynian’s Shakespearean 
scenes are also usually unconcerned with particular actors, and it is probable that it was 
Pieter van Bleeck (1697-1764), the son of Richard, who first introduced the genre. A 
large and gloomy picture in the Garrick Club of‘Griffin and Johnson in The Alchymist' 
was engraved by van Bleeck himself in 1748, with the statement that it was painted in 
1738, but a far finer, and rather later, example is ‘Mrs Cibber as “Cordelia” at present 
on loan to the theatre at Stratford. This and Hogarth’s ‘Garrick as “Richard UI” ’ are both 
large pictures and have little of the stage about them and nothing of the conversation 
piece. The marriage of the two genres was due either to Zoffany or to Benjamin Wilson. 

Benjamin Wilson (1721-88) is an elusive and unsatisfactory figure. A native of Leeds, 
he is said to have been a pupil of Hudson, and he was at first equally addicted to painting 
and to scientific experiment. After two years in Dublin he settled in London in 1750 and 
was in a good way of business as a portrait painter for the next twenty years. To con¬ 
temporaries his vaguely Rembrandtesque use of chiaroscuro seemed a sign of the new age, 
and as late as 1759 he seemed to some to be superior to Reynolds. His signed and dated 
portraits on the scale of life are not numerous but enough exist, ranging in date from 
about 1752 to 1769, for us to feel sure that he was a thoroughly bad painter. The curious 
can see examples in the Leeds and Dulwich Galleries. In spite of this the art trade and its 
satellites have in recent years attached his name to a number of conversation pieces and 
small-scale portraits of undoubted elegance which are obviously not by Zoffany. I have 
not found a shred of evidence that any of these are by Wilson and do not believe it. None 
the less he seems to have been a pioneer in the theatrical conversation piece in the 1750s. 
In 1754 there was published an engraving after his ‘Garrick as “Hamlet” ’ (a single figure), 
later came a ‘Garrick and Mrs Bellamy in Romeo and Juliet' (which may be a small, 
battered, and feeble object now at Stourhead), and in 1761 a conversation of ‘Garrick as 
“King Lear” ’ was also engraved. It is possible that the execution of some of these may 
have been due to Zoffany, who was kept by Benjamin Wilson in his house as a sort of 
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unseen painter’s ^devil’, but the evidence is conflicting and obscure. What is certain is 
that Zoffany freed himself, with Garrick’s assistance, from some unsatisfactory arrange¬ 
ment of this sort with Wilson about 1762, and Wilson painted no more theatrical con¬ 
versations. From about 1770 Wilson devoted himself more and more to experiments 
into the efficiency of Ughtning conductors, and strays out of the purview of the historian 
of art. 

Whatever the trudi about his early connexion with Benjamin Wilson, Johann Zoffany 
or ZauffeliJ (1734/5-1810) was the real creator and master of tliis genre. A native of 
Frankfurt, he seems to have spent a long period in his youth copying Old Masters in Rome, 
and he arrived in England within a year or two of 1760 with a neat, polished, highly 
finished German style and a tendency to the lively and minute imitation of natural objects 
in the vein of the Flemish little masters. It is probable that his introduction to the genre of 
theatrical conversation pieces came while he was working as drapery painter to Benjamin 
Wilson, but it is a reasonable hypothesis that the inventor of this genre was Garrick him¬ 
self, who was a close friend of Wilson. Garrick was the first of the great actor-managers 
with a real flair for publicity and he saw how pictures of this character, popularized by 
engravings, would be the best publicity in the world. Certainly our continued awareness 
to-day of Garrick as a vital and living personality is largely due to his relations with artists, 
and not least to Zoffany. By a happy arrangement of Providence, Garrick discovered in 
the young man working in Benjamin Wilson’s studio an artistic talent of limited capacity 
which was almost perfectly suited to his purpose. The details of the transaction arc 
obscure, but it is certain that, in August 1762, Zoffany, who had lately exhibited his first 
theatrical conversation, had escaped from Wilson and was living in Garrick’s house. 
Eight of Zoffany’s works were in Garrick’s possession at his death, mainly theatrical con¬ 
versations, but some of them views of his villa and domestic conversation pieces. 

The first of these theatre pictures was exhibited at the Society of Artists in 1762 and 
showed ‘Garrick in “The Farmer’s return from London” ’ (Plate 191A), of which at least 
three versions are known, but the first original, which was Garrick’s, belongs to the Earl 
of Durham. Its novelty and its immediate success, and the reasons for that success, can be 
gauged by Horace Walpole’s remark in his copy of the 1762 catalogue: ‘Good, like the 
actors, and the whole better than Hogarth’s’. We should not take Walpole’s judgement to 
refer to the quality of the painting (although Zoffany never did better) but rather to the 
fact that the subject-matter is more properly pictorial and more fully under control than 
it is in Hogarth. There is no preaching and no attempt to compress into the small compass 
of a picture the whole matter of a novel. There is, in fact, no real ground for comparison 
at all. 

This picture was followed in 1763 by an illustration of Garrick in a tragic role, ‘Garrick 
and Mrs Cibber as Jaffier and Belvidera’ (Earl of Durham), and Zoffany continued later 
with pictures of other actors in other plays. The theatrical series continued until 1770, 
when the vogue may have become exhausted, for Zoffany did not again exhibit portraits 
of actors until his decline in the 1790s. The eight or nine theatrical masterpieces of these 
years - of which the most accessible are two at Birmingham - constitute one of Zoffany’s 
chief claims to fame. They are better composed and more lively than his other pictures, 
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and although this may be in part due to their accurate rendering of skilful production on 
the stage, it seems unlikely that, for instance, ‘Garrick in The Provoked Wife\ Society of 
Arts, 1765 (Marquess of Normanby), is really an accurate rendering of the scene as it was 
performed. During the same decade one or two other painters produced occasional 
examples of this genre nearly as good - there are single examples by Mortimer and 
Benjamin Vandergucht at the Garrick Club - but this vogue, created by Garrick, did not 
persist as a lively tradition. Samuel de Wilde (1748-1832) was Zoffany’s only close fol¬ 
lower in this respect, but he mainly limited himself to single figures of actors, in character 
parts, of great neatness, and the real theatre conversation piece was not effectively revived 
until the work of George Clint in the second decade of the nineteenth century. 

It was inevitable that Zoffany should turn his hand from the theatrical to the domestic 
conversation piece, which at last emerged in the 1760s from its middle-class smugness. 
Domesticity was in the air in the new reign of George III and it became fashionable to have 
groups of one’s children painted on a small scale or family groups with all one’s children 
round one. Zoffany may have been introduced to the King by Lord Bute, whose children 
he painted in two admirable groups, and the beginnings of royal favour date from about 
1766. But Zoffany still exhibited at the Society of Arts in 1769, the year of the first Royal 
Academy, though in 1770 he was an r.a. and showed a group of the ‘Royal Family’, not 
altogether judiciously attired in Van Dyck costumes, at the Academy. 

It is not surprising that George III should have shown an appetite for the work of a 
painter who was both a German and a limner of domesticity, and Zoffany’s most accom¬ 
plished conversation piece is ‘Queen Charlotte and her two eldest Cliildren’ (Plate 191B) 
of about 1766/7, at Buckingham Palace. It is one of the prettiest and neatest of English 
eighteenth-century pictures. Though very far removed from anything which can be 
called ‘great art’, in British painting before the age of Turner and Constable we should be 
grateful for small mercies - and this is one of them. It is the best designed of all Zoffany’s 
works and in the minute imitation of nature, a thing which usually pleases royalty, it is 
unexcelled. We can recognize the clock, which is still at Windsor, the picture over the 
door, and there is a perfectly recognizable image of a lady-in-waiting seen reflected in a 
mirror in the ante-room. Although George Ill’s father, Frederick, Prince of Wales, had 
set the fashion for royal portraits of a certain informality, tliis is the first picture of the 
kind to be commissioned by a British king, and Zoffany later did admirable life-size half- 
lengths of the King and Queen in an informal manner, as if they had been private citizens. 
This tendency was directly opposed to the formality of Reynolds in doing portraits of 
important personages, and in Zoffany we have, almost by accident, the leader of a sort of 
popular reaction, sponsored by royalty, against the liigh-flown tendency of official art. 

Support will never be lacking for the meticulous imitation in paint of the precise setting 
of daily life, and the attempt at arriving at a presentation of reality by simple enumeration 
has been at the bottom of such earnest painting as that of the Pre-Raphaelites. In the 
domestic conversation piece Zoffany carried it to its extreme in ‘Sir Lawrence Dundas 
and his Grandson’, of about 1769 (Marquess of Zetland), in an interior where not only the 
chairs, the carpet, and the standish are portraits, but all the eleven pictures on the walls 
and all the seven bronzes on the mantelpiece can be identified. Zoffany became hypnotized 
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by his own skill and produced for the Academy of 1772 ‘The Life-Class at the Royal 
Academy' (Windsor; Plate 190B), which is almost a miracle ofimprovisation, for we have 
Walpole's evidence that he made no design or plan for the picture but ‘clapt in’ the figures 
of the Academicians, one by one, as he got the chance of taking their likeness. It is from 
this point that we can mark Zoffany’s decline. His skill remained the same at first but he 
became lazy about the intellectual operation involved in composing a picture. From 1772 
to 1776 he was at Florence, where he devoted untiring patience to a picture of ‘The 
Tribuna of the UfEzi' (Windsor), with all its pictures and statues, most of the British 
colony in Florence, and a good deal of bric-i-brac for full measure. This has ceased to be 
a picture, and is simply a prodigy - and a historically fascinating one - of pictorial imita¬ 
tion. He was back in England (by way of Vienna) by 1779 and carried his bric-a-brac 
method of designing even into liis conversation pieces, as in ‘The Sharp Family' (Royal 
Academy, 1781) in Miss Lloyd-Baker's possession. A visit to India (1783-9) increased his 
prosperity but further undermined his artistic conscience, and the work of his last years 
adds no tiling to his reputation, although the ‘Charles Towneley among liis Marbles' 
(Royal Academy, 1790) in the Burnley Art Gallery is a rather better organized experi¬ 
ment in the vein of ‘The Tribuna’ and showed that his powers of imitation had not 
flagged. Zoffany also occasionally painted fancy pieces and portraits on the scale of life. 
The full-length of‘Mrs Oswald* in die National Gallery, of about 1770, is altogether 
exceptional, but it deserves mention as one of the best pictures of its kind and period by 
one who does not figure among the great names in British life-scale portraiture. 

Zoffany’s pupil, Henry Walton (1746-1813), has already been mentioned as one of the 
best painters of fancy pictures in le genre serieux and he also occasionally tried his hand at 
the conversation piece, adding to Zoffany’s formula just what Zoffany lacked, a sense for 
tone and a sense of breeding. But his work in this genre is exceedingly rare, as also is that 
of Hugh Barron (r. 1747-91), a pupil of Reynolds who executed a few conversations in 
Zoffany’s style at the end of the 1760s and early 1770s. It is Francis Wheatley whose work 
in portraiture is most often confused with that of Zoffany. 

Francis Wheatley (1747-1801) was an artist of much greater variety than Zoffany and 
is best remembered to-day for his latest style, pictures from common life in the country 
or the rural side of city life, of which the Cries of London, engraved in 1795, are the most 
familiar. The originals of these were shown at the Academy in 1792/3 and some are now 
at Upton House. These are in a tradition which descends from Mercier and Hayman, 
through Henry Robert Morland^ (1716-97), the father of George Morland, and may 
owe something of their added sweetness to a tincture of Greuze. But Wheatley has a 
richer personality than these late works would suggest. 

He first exhibited at the Society of Arts in 1765 and these early works were almost 
wholly small-scale portraits or conversations. He may well even have been a pupil of 
Zoffany, but he looked elsewhere for the qualities which Zoffany lacked, a broadness of 
touch and a feeling for tone and the quality of English landscape. Indeed his ‘Landscape 
with a Harvest Wagon’ 1774 (Nottingham) is a shameless, but not insensitive, crib of 
Gainsborough’s picture in the Barber Institute at Birmingham. From 1779 to 1783/4 
Wheatley worked in Dublin and painted the pictures in which his indebtedness to 
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Zoffany is most manifest. 'The Irish House of Commons’ 1780 (A. D. F. Gascoigne) is 
exactly in the spirit of Zoflfany’s 'Life-School at the Royal Academy’ but is more sensitive 
in touch, and the 'Family of the Earl of CarUsle riding in Phoenix Park’ 1781 (Castle 
Howard) has married Zoffany’s minuteness to something of the broad feeling for land¬ 
scape of Stubbs. On his return to London Wheatley continued small-scale portraiture 
until the end of the 1780s, and pictures such as ‘Arthur Philip’ 1786 (National Portrait 
Gallery; Plate 1643), with its broad touch, clean outline, and clear Romney-like colour, 
show how superior he had become to Zoffany in everything which goes to make a work 
of art. It may well be that Wheatley is the correct candidate for the best of the conversa¬ 
tion pieces which have been masquerading under Benjamin Wilson’s name. 

But Wheatley abandoned this vein for the sentimental bourgeois genre which was 
beginning to be popular, and in his ‘Mr Howard offering Relief to Prisoners’ 1787 (Plate 
192A) at Sandon (which was exhibited at the Academy of 1788) he made the nearest 
approach to a Greuze achieved by an English painter. The ‘proper’ relations between the 
upper and lower classes are here fully displayed, and, in all his later works of this kind, 
although the representative of the upper classes is not present, he is there by implication 
in the spectator. It is not surprising that pictures of this kind should have become popular 
in the more idealistic period of the industrial revolution, and they have kept their popu¬ 
larity among the collecting classes to-day. Periodically, in the history of taste, it is dis¬ 
covered that the lower orders are very picturesque. Wheatley also painted a number of 
pictures for Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery and he contrived to introduce exactly the same 
social sentiment into ‘Polixenes and Camillo in the Shepherd’s Cottage* as he had shown 
in the picture of Mr. Howard’s benevolence. 

In the later 1780s die conversation piece almost vanished from the fashionable scene 
and the small-scale full-length was limited cither to the provinces, as in the work of the 
young Bcechey at Norwich, or to very secondary painters, such as Mather Brown, an 
American pupil of Benjamin West, whose even Icatheriness (enlivened only very oc¬ 
casionally by flashes of insight) barely deserves notice. Only in Scotland, in the work of 
David Allan and the young Nasmyth, did the tradition of conversation painting persist. 
The fashionable world of London preferred the watercolours of Downman and the 
miniatures of Cosway. In the pre-Regency and Regency world these two artists took the 
place of the conversation painters of the earlier years of the reign of George III. 

John Downman (r. 1750-1824) came to London in 1767 and became a pupil of West, 
entering the Academy schools on their first formation. His early oU portraits on the scale 
of life arc gauche, but he visited Rome i774/5> and was settled for a time at Cambridge in 
1777, where he painted a number of small-scale oil half-lengths on copper of both Town 
and Gown, which arc like neat and elegant large miniatures in the style of West’s best 
portraits. He travelled round the country for a year or so and soon settled in London, 
having perfected a method of taking charming likenesses. He would make his studies in 
coloured chalks and then produce one or more repetitions in lightly tinted watercolours. 
The earlier are usually ovals and have something French about them, the air of a bibelot. 
He excelled with children and with young and lovely people of fashion, and he achieves 
a faint fragrance of character exactly suited to his almost evanescent medium. This 
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evaporates in his own oil portraits on the scale of life, and when he attempts small-scale 
histories in oil, such as ‘The Return of Orestes’ (Royal Academy, 1782), or ‘Edward IV 
and the Duchess of Bedford’ (Royal Academy, 1797), he only gives the impression of a 
number of desperately modish persons performing private theatricals. But, in his own 
medium, lie captures tlie fleeting charm of Regency society as Hoppner, in his clumsier 
paint, never did. His quality hardly alters throughout his long life, but the dowdier 
clothes of the years after 1800 suit his medium less. His art is gracious, while that of 
Cosway is foppish. 

Richard Cosway (1742-1821) was a youthful prodigy, who won many prizes for his 
drawings in the 1750s. Although he had exhibited throughout the 1760s, he studied in the 
Academy schools at their first opening and was rewarded by becoming a.r.a. in 1770 
and R.A. the following year. He set up as a fashionable portraitist on the scale of life and 
his oil portraits arc more numerous and less deplorable than is usually made out. He 
painted large oils right into the nineteenth century, but his forte was in miniatures, which 
arc invariably exquisite in execution and of tip-top elegance. Cosway was a fop and a 
‘character’ and was for some years intimate with the Prince of Wales, and he made a stir 
in Regency society such as no miniaturist had made before. No portraits give quite such 
a convincing image of that artificial world as the miniatures of Cosway and of his more 
pedestrian rival, George Engleheart (1750-1829), and the miniature again, after a long 
lapse since the days of the Restoration, deserves to be mentioned by the historian of British 
painting. It is presumably no accident that this medium should have flourished luxuriantly 
at two periods which show a certain similarity with one another in the corruption of their 
manners and the prodigality of their wealth. 


222 



CHAPTER 25 

LATER LANDSCAPE IN OILS: 
EARLY WATERCOLOURS 


It would be natural to expect that something like a continuous development could be 
traced in landscape painting in oils to mark the gradation from the classical landscape of 
Wilson and the rococo landscape of Gainsborough to the consummate presentation of the 
English scene which flowered in Turner and Constable. But no such gradual transition is 
to be discerned and the fructifying influences on Turner and Constable were the early 
watercolour painters and the great masters of the Dutch school. This is not to say that 
landscape painting in oil was not practised abundantly, and that a few names are not 
deserving of mention. The chief painters are dc Loutherbourg, George Mori and, and 
Ibbetson. 

It is probable that, of these, Philip James de Loutherbourg (1740-1812) was the most 
important and influential painter. He was an Alsatian, son and pupil of a miniature 
painter, and had studied under various practised hands, more particularly the battle painter 
Francesco Casanova. In 1767 he became a member of the French Academy and exhibited 
at the Salon of that year battle-pieces, marines, and landscapes, which earned a good deal 
of comment from Diderot, who admired their workmanlike qualities, but compared them 
unfavourably with Vernet’s works. Dc Loutherbourg was in fact an extremely capable 
professional artisan. He could paint anything he liked out of his head, but was too lazy to 
refer back to nature. All this professional baggage he brought over to London in 1771, 
with an introduction to Garrick, who induced him in 1773 to become his stage and 
scenery designer. After Garrick’s death he continued to practise this art with aplomb up to 
1785. This gives a clue to the style of Loutherbourg’s landscapes; they arc generally 
arrangements of scenery. Loutherbourg knew his W ouvermans and his Berghem by heart 
and his contribution to British landscape painting was this European background. 
Curiously enough, it is in his earlier work that he took more trouble to adapt his style to 
the English scene and his ‘A Midsummer Afternoon, with a Methodist Preacher’ (Royal 
Academy, 1777, at Ottawa; Plate 192B), has a good deal of the savour of Rowlandson 
transferred to oil paint. In Mr R. S. de Quincey’s ‘Storm’ (probably Royal Academy, 1778) 
the same characteristics have been added to a dash of Gainsborough and the result is a 
more vigorous picture of the type wliich Morland was soon to make popular, only the 
trees and the landscape have a slightly ‘foreign’ air. But soon Loutherbourg gave up 
attempting to represent the English scene and simply painted out of his head landscapes 
with pastoral figures or soldiers foraging, or even views of the Danube. His religious 
scenes for Macklin’s Bible can be passed over in silence, and after 1800 his preoccupation 
with stage scenery and a sort of panoramic moving peepshow, called the Eidophttsikon, 
which he had opened in 1781, led him to devote his energies to an enormous ‘Battle of 
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Valenciennes’, which found its way to Easton Neston. These are works of ingenuity 
rather than art, and he was also associated with a polygraphic method for reproducing 
his and other people’s pictures which still sometimes deceives the unwary to-day. But 
for all this, in his best pictures he anticipated all that was worth anticipating in George 
Morland. 

George Morland (1763-1804) was the son of a painter apparently named Henry Robert 
Morland, who was an occasional portraitist but is best known for genre pieces in the style 
of Mercier, which he repeated with too great frequency. A ‘Ballad Singer’ by him is in 
the National Gallery and versions of his two most popular designs of‘Laundry Maids’ are 
at the Tate. More important for his son’s education was the fact that he was a restorer of 
Old Masters and presumably a dealer as weU, and he employed young George, who was 
sonietliing of an infant prodigy in executive ability, to repair and to fake Old Masters of 
the Dutch school of landscape. George Morland, who was articled to his father from 1777 
to 1784 and seems to have been kept in fairly strict durance, thus acquired by force some¬ 
thing of the same cosmopolitan training that de Loutherbourg had received, and was a 
master of the international landscape style as soon as he set up on his own. Although more 
abundantly forged in his own lifetime than the works of any other painter, Morland’s 
paintings have long continued to fetch high prices quite independently of changes in 
fashionable taste. The same unusual phenomenon is found in the works of Teniers and 
we may not unreasonably consider Morland a sort of English Teniers. The works of both 
painters are nicely, and even freslily, executed and they are quite brilliantly lacking in 
intellectual qualities. As long as there arc private collectors of means there will always be 
some to whom Morland will readily appeal, and once such a person starts collecting Mor¬ 
land, he collects him in bulk. Morland’s more recent apologists have sought to explain 
this by considering him one of the most ‘essentially English’ of painters, but Morland’s 
only ‘essentially English’ qualities were his liking for gin and low company, and his style 
was nearly as international as that of de Loutherbourg. If the best of Morland’s landscapes 
be compared with one of Turner’s English views this distinction will become clear. But 
Morland does come very close to the heart of common things. The piggislmess of his 
pigs and the dampness of his wet woodlands are very complete, but for all that, he did 
not love trees and shrubs as Constable did, hardly even enough to have been an in¬ 
spiration to Constable. A good and typical specimen of his work is ‘The Tavern Door’ 
(Plate 175A). 

Morland’s youthful exhibited works were stained drawings, but when he first set up 
on his own, for a few months in 1785 at Margate and later in the same year at St Omer, it 
was as a portraitist. But he first came into pubhc notice with works in Wheatley’s latest 
style, fancy pseudo-rustic pictures, a sort of Greuze in muslin. A series of pictures of 
‘Lavinia’ (not from Thomson’s Seasons^ but from The Adventures of an Hackney 
Coach), one of which was shown at the Academy of 1785, represents his first mature 
style. These were popularized by engravings, and one would be hard put to it, from the 
engravings and without Morland’s name, to guess that they were not by Wheatley. In 
1786 Morland married the sister of the engraver William Ward and his works were largely 
popularized by engravings of excellent quaUty from then onwards. 
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Morland's best work was done between 1788 and 1798 and is wholly consistent in style, 
though uneven in execution: peasants and animals in and about the farm, the interiors of 
stables, rustic figures in a landscape and occasionally such poignant figures of common hfe 
as soldiers, sailors, or deserters. It is a characteristic virtue that he is at best with children 
and animals, and the more dressed up his people arc, the further they arc from nature. 
The very large ‘Inside of a Stable’ of 1791 in the National Gallery is as fine an 
example as any, of his best period. It is sufficiently remarkable that a man who chiefly 
painted in the intervals of dissipation should have been able to bring to completion a 
picture so large and of such sure design. All Morland’s natural talent and effortless ability 
is to be seen here, but he never improved upon these. Had lie given his genius any en¬ 
couragement he might have been worthy to rank with the masters of the succeeding age. 
But he spent much of his time evading his creditors and profited by hiding in the Isle of 
Wight in 1799 to paint some coastal landscapes. His pictures become more slipshod with 
advancing years and it is no longer possible to distinguish altogether between his 
own inferior work and that of his innumerable copyists. But at his best he has a fresh¬ 
ness of touch and a command of tone which lift his works above those of most of his 
contemporaries. 

The third painter who deserves mention is Julius Caesar Ibbctson (1759-1817). The 
background of his style is equally international, for he came to London in the later 1770s 
and was employed in copying or forging Dutch landscapes and also the works of English 
painters, such as Gainsborough or Wilson. Imitations or copies of Gainsborough’s Suffolk 
landscapes of the 1750s arc particularly deceptive and this sort of work formed the chief 
element in Ibbctson’s style: the other element was dc Loutherbourg, and the small 
Shakespearean scenes which Ibbetson painted for Boydell’s Gallery would pass very well 
as the work of Loutherbourg. Most of Ibbetson’s life after 1800 was spent in his native 
Yorkshire, where the sweeping landscapes and the old topographical tradition had a 
better effect on his art than all the learning of the studios. His later Yorkshire views are 
competent and neat and charming, but they are closer in style to the topographers of 
the 1750s than to the giants of landscape painting who were practising in London at the 
same time. 

Far more important than these painters in oil were one or two watercolour artists, 
whose direct study of nature and observation of the particular tone of the British scene 
led up to the work of Girtin and Turner in the 1790s. It is with Turner and Girtin that the 
historian of our great age of landscape painting must begin. 

The climate of the United Kingdom is decidedly moist, and the particular beauties of 
atmospheric effect with which those who put up with it arc sometimes rewarded arc the 
result of this moisture. Watercolour is undoubtedly the medium best adapted to render 
these transient effects, and we need look no further afield for the reason which has made 
watercolour painting one of the pecuhar glories of British art. But this discovery was not 
made until men began to see beauty in these transient effects of nature, and it is no accident 
that the first mature period of watercolour painting should have coincided vrith the ap¬ 
pearance of the early poems of Wordsworth and Coleridge. But for it to have developed 
so rapidly, once the desire for it was felt, demands a long tradition in the use of the medium. 


Q 


225 



THE CLASSICAL AGE 


and the medium of watercolour had been in use in humble hands, whose names need 
not find mention in a general history of British painting, throughout the whole of the 
eighteenth century. 

At the beginning of the century there were many skilled topographical draughtsmen 
who employed watercolour in the service of antiquarian persons. The professional used 
mainly a greyish or brownish wash, which he enlivened with occasional notes of colour: 
but amateurs sometimes used a livelier and more varied palette. The aim of these tinted 
drawings was to render faithfully the lineaments of buildings or ruins, and the picturesque 
effects of light and tone produced by the vagaries of our climate were a hindrance to this 
purpose and not taken into account. The great landscape artists of the classical period of 
British painting were not interested in accurately portraying existing natural beauties, 
and we can capture the exact tone of contemporary thought in a letter from Gainsborough 
(undated, but written probably about 1762) to the Earl of Hardwicke, who had asked him 
to paint a picture of some particular spot: ‘Mr Gainsborough presents his humble respects 
to Lord Hardwicke, and shall always think it an honour to be employed in anything for 
his Lordship, but with respect to real views from Nature in this country he has never seen 
any place that affords a Subject equal to the poorest imitations of Caspar or Claude. Paul 
Sandby is the only man of genius, he believes, who has employed his pencil that way.’* 
It is with Paul Sandby, the only watercolour painter of landscapes to be one of the founda¬ 
tion R.A.s, that we may reasonably begin. 

Paul Sandby (1725/6-1809),^ the younger brother of the architect (and topographical 
draughtsman) Thomas Sandby, lived right through the rise and blossoming of British 
watercolour painting. He himself would probably have said that he survived into the 
time of its decay into a ‘wild rumble-tumble (or anything else you please) of penciling’, 
if, as one may suppose, that expression, used by his son in his obituary notice of his father, 
echoes the old man’s exasperated words. He himself was trained in a more austere tradition 
and he emerges quite literally from the tradition of the topographical draughtsmen. He 
and his brother came to London from Nottingham in 1741 to take up appointments in the 
Drawing Office of the Tower, the ancestor of the present Ordnance Survey Department, 
and Paul was sent as draughtsman with the Ordnance Survey party which went to survey 
the Highlands of Scotland after the rebellion of 1745. Up to 1751 he worked on the survey 
or in Edinburgh and this period in Scotland is the formative period for his art. Kept con¬ 
stantly to the faithful imitation of nature by the meticulous requirements of map-making, 
he was yet surrounded with some of the most picturesque scenery in the kingdom, and by 
a landscape which was exceptionally prone to atmospheric variations. He emerged a loving 
and faithful interpreter of the British scene and he did not neglect figure studies from the 
daily life of Edinburgh or from the soldiers on the survey party. About 1752 he came to 
London and he lived the rest of his life mainly in London or with his brother in Windsor 
Great Park, but made several excursions (after 1770) to Wales. He occasionally practised 
in oils but nearly all his work is either in transparent watercolour or in gouache, and many 
of his most important drawings he reproduced as aquatints, a process which he introduced 
into England. He was one of the first who drew in watercolour with the brush and did 
not limit himself to washing or tinting drawings made first with the pencil, and the most 
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splendid series of his works is in the collection at AVindsor Castle, where nearly every 
phase of his art can be studied, not least the series of views of the Castle itself. Sandby’s 
works are the first real views from Nature’ to form the bulk of the achievement of a con¬ 
siderable artist, and they arc not, as Samuel Scott’s had been, arranged into compositions 
according to the principles of Canaletto. His aim, in his son’s words, was to ^give to his 
drawings a similar appearance to that seen in a camera obscura and he ‘never introduced, or 
depended at all upon violent contrasts for effect’. A later generation was to discover that 
violent contrasts could also be an important element in the truthful rendering of the 
Enghsh atmosphere. Sandby’s studies of trees in Windsor Great Park also deserve attention 
as the beginnings of that loving portraiture of individual trees which was to become a 
passion with Constable. With the after-knowledge of Constable’s work Sandby’s trees 
seem still to be rather formal beings, but they are much closer to Enghsh nature than those 
in the classical English landscape painters, and a date wliich deserves to be recorded in the 
annals of British painting is 1793, when Sandby painted a room at Drakelowe entirely 
with forest foHage (Plate 175B). This room has now found its way into the Victoria and 
Albert Museum. 

The figures are not the least among the charms of Sandby’s watercolours, but they 
rarely predominate in his art. Exactly the opposite is the case with the other great water¬ 
colour master of this phase of painting, Thomas Rowlandson (1756-1827). Although a 
full generation younger than Sandby, he belongs to the same teclmical phase of the art as 
the older man and remained equally uninfluenced by the innovations of his younger con¬ 
temporaries. His style became fixed about 1780 and he never altered it. He deserves atten¬ 
tion for liis great gifts as an artist, which appear with surprising frequency in the torrent 
of drawings which flowed from his pen. But he is an isolated figure, since his subject- 
matter never entered the traditional repertory of British watercolour painting, and that 
subject-matter was the rollicking life of the times. He is a Morland of greater gifts run to 
caricature. 

Like Morland, Rowlandson benefited by some study in France, where he was trained 
in figure drawing from 1771 to 1773, and liis sense of rhythm and the bounding Ufe ofline 
is in the French rococo tradition and unlike anything English. Like Morland too, he spent 
his hfe predominantly in low company, but with much greater profit to his art, for he 
depicts it with an amoral objectivity which gives it life, and the characters in Morland’s 
pictures, for all that they were studied from his boon companions, appear refined into the 
creatures of a respectable female novelist when compared with Rowlandson’s. But Row¬ 
landson had an over-developed sense of the ridiculous, which, though a comfortable 
armour for a layman in his passage through life, is a disadvantage for an artist of such 
natural gifts who is not inspired as well - as Hogarth and Gillray were - by a social con¬ 
science and a divine indignation. It is where Rowlandson comes closest to Sandby, as in 
his ‘Skaters on the Serpentine’ of 1784,3 where his rolUcking feeling for life is added to 
great truth of atmospheric tone, that we can see liis contribution to the landscape tradi¬ 
tion. There are as yet no violent contrasts of effect, but Sandby’s placid style has been 
shaken up and enriched and an advance has been made towards die full interpretation of 
wind and sky. 
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Parallel with this purely native tradition there grew up, during the same years, what 
has been called the ‘Southern School' of watercolour painting, practised by artists who 
drew their subjects from the scenery of Italy or Switzerland. Starting in the same way as 
the topographical school had started, with gentlemen taking a watercolour painter with 
them on their tours to depict the splendours of the scenery, a new attitude towards the 
subject-matter was soon evolved. The grandeur of mountain prospects, solitude, and the 
moods which the poetic traveller associated with southern landscapes became the painter's 
object. The great initiators of this school are Alexander Cozens (r. 1717-86), who settled 
in England in 1746, and his son, John Robert Cozens (1752-97). Both were associated 
with William Beckford, one of the prime figures of the Romantic period, and their work 
forms a necessary prelude to the consideration ofTurner. It was from the marriage of these 
two traditions that the great British school of watercolour painting emerged. They are 
more properly treated in the volume which begins with the Romantic period. 
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CHAPTER 26 

PAINTING IN SCOTLAND IN THE 
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 

Scottish painting of this period is still a very lightly explored field. Most of the painters 
of real stature, from the time when Aikman in 1723 had migrated to London, went south 
and the most distinguished of them all, Allan Ramsay, although he made periodical visits 
to Edinburgh (and probably stole the best commissions from the local painters), was based 
on London and has to be considered in the broader panorama of British painting. The 
same is true of the history painters, Gavin Hamilton and the Runcimans, whose works, 
in so far as they were exhibited at all, were shown in London. It was not until the begin¬ 
ning of the ‘romantic’ period, with Raeburn, that Scottish society reached a condition 
when it could fully employ a native painter of international quality - and Raeburn belongs 
with Lawrence to the nineteenth century. There was, however, a steady stream of patron¬ 
age to artists who never strayed south of the Border between the 1720s and 1780s, and a 
consistent body of portraiture survives (and a few other paintings), which makes a slight 
sketch possible. Outside London there is nowhere else in the kingdom where a continuous 
tradition can be traced to anything like the same extent. A certain number of the painters 
had Jacobite leanings, which found them ready patrons at home and made them unwilling 
to stray into the sister kingdom. 

The first in date is John Alexander, a great-grandson of George Jamesone, who was 
probably born in Edinburgh about 1690. He was in London in 1710, copying Scottish 
historical portraits, and in Rome at least from 1714 to 1719. Back in Scotland in 1720 he 
painted the unique example of Scottish baroque painting, an enormous canvas of ‘The 
Rape of Proserpine’ 1720/1 for the roof of the staircase at Gordon Castle. The big picture 
has vanished, but the little ‘modello’ (Plate i66b) is in the Edinburgh Gallery. Though hard 
and liny in outline, it is not altogether iiegHgible in design and shows that the baroque spirit 
had found its way to north of Aberdeen. In Gordon Castle too - the collection was dis¬ 
persed in 1938 - were thirteen portraits by John Alexander ranging in date from 1736 to 
1743. A few of these now belong to the Duke of Hamilton and are as capable as the 
secondary line in London portraits at the time. Alexander was ‘out’ in 1745, and may have 
gone to Rome with his son. But he was back by the 1750s and working at Aberdeen tiU he 
disappears from view about 1757. His son, Cosmo Alexander (1724-72), also claimed to 
be a history painter but nothing but portraits have survived. These exist in relatively large 
numbers in houses throughout Scotland and are more sophisticated in style than his 
father’s. He too was ‘out’ in 1745 and retired to Rome, where he is recorded in i 749 - Back 
in Scotland by 1754 he improved his mind and style by travelling and was a member of 
the painters’ guild at The Hague 1763/4. From his Dutch period dates a group of Hope 
portraits, one of which, ‘Adrian Hope*, is in the Edinburgh Gallery and shows marked 
affinities with the style of such Dutch painters as Troost or F. van der Myn. After a visit to 
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London in 1765 he toured the eastern seaboard of the United States from 1768 to 1772 and 
returned to Edinburgh shortly before his death, bringing with liim the young Gilbert 
Stuart, whose first teacher he seems to have been. The family dynasty was carried on by 
Cosmo Alexander’s brother-in-law. Sir George Chalmers (c. 1720-91). His father had 
been a herald painter and his own portrait work (and engraving) begins 1738. He was in 
Minorca in 1755 but back in Scotland by 1760, where he married Isabella Alexander in 
1768. He had looked at Reynolds but he had the Alexanders’ wiry outline. In liis best work, 
such as ‘William Hay’ 1770 at Duns Castle, he is on a level with such a painter as Tilly 
Kettle. Scottish patronage does not seem to have sufficed for liim, as he settled in Hull 
about 1776/9 and later in London, where he died. 

Aberdeen was also the main base and home of the most interesting of the earlier por¬ 
traitists, William Mosman (r. 1700-71), whose work there can be traced from 1731. There 
is some evidence that Mosman may have studied in Rome under Imperiali, probably in 
the 1730s and a little before Ramsay entered Imperiali’s studio. Ramsay in 1740 seems to 
have thought him the best painter working in Scotland and he was then working in the 
southern part of the country. His ‘Mrs James Stuart’ 1740 (Edinburgh) still has a faint 
Mediterranean flavour about it and Mosman’s best work dates from the 1740s. Later it 
becomes more provincial and he was settled in Aberdeen by the middle 1750s, where he 
taught drawing at the two universities. 

Mosman may have been driven north by abler practitioners of the London modes who 
came to Edinburgh. Peter De Nune (of a family from Ross), signed portraits from 1742 to 
1751, and, at his best, was very close to Hudson in style; and from 1751 to 1763 a painter 
who signs ‘R. Harvie’ was active in the Border Country in a closely related style. But the 
ablest of the native Edinburgh painters in the middle of the century was William Millar. 
Millar is first found copying Ramsay portraits in 1751 and he modelled his style upon 
Ramsay, who, although not his teacher, expressed a high opinion of him. He was active 
imtil at least 1775 ^^rid his ‘Thomas Trotter’ 1767 at Edinburgh has a real grasp of Scottish 
character and an agreeable quality of paint. 

In 1760 William Delacour, a Frenchman who is recorded in London in 1747 and who 
had Jacobite connexions, came to Edinburgh to be the first Master of the Trustees 
Academy. He painted occasional portraits, but liis most interesting works are large wall 
paintings in a mixed Gaspard Poussin-cum-Pannini style which put the provincial work 
of the Norie firm in the shade. The ballroom at Yester was decorated in this way by 
Delacour with large panels dated 1761, and these seem to have served as models for the 
similar and competent work by Charles Steuart, a Gaelic-speaking Athollman, who 
painted the Saloon at Blair Atholl from 1766 to 1778. 

Painters in Scotland would suddenly become fashionable for a year and then disappear. 
A certain F. Lindo, probably an Enghshman, painted a number of portraits in 1761, and 
one J. Clark was acquiring a reputation in 1767, when he was enabled (in about 1768) to 
go and study in Naples by the generosity of Sir Ludovic Grant and Sir John Dairy mple. 
He seems to have flourished moderately as a painter in Naples until his death about 1801. 

It was in the 1770s that painters who had been trained in London began to return to 
Scotland for a livelihood. John Thomas Seton, a pupil of Hayman, who had first exhibited 
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in London in 1761, settled in Edinburgh in 1772 and painted life-size portraits as well as a 
few conversations, of which one in the Edinburgh Gallery was long understandably mis¬ 
taken for a Zoffany. These works were certainly up to the level of works in the London 
exhibitions. From 1 776 to 1785 Seton visited India, where he made a considerable fortune 
and painted a number of Nabobs, from Warren Hastings downwards. He returned once 
more to Edinburgh, where he was living as late as 1806. The ambitious full-lengths of his 
last period, such as the ‘Lady Catherine Charteris’ 1786 at Gosford, which is planned in the 
Reynolds tradition of twenty years earlier, were the first of this class of picture actually 
to be painted north of the Border. Another Edinburgh painter with a similar career was 
George Willison (1741-97), who first cxliibited in London (1767), made a fortune in 
India (1772-81), and settled in Edinburgh (1784/5). The rather little of his work which 
has been traced is varied and reflects a pliable mind which was open to the influence of 
Gainsborough as well as to the prevailing style. 

Finally there came David Martin (1737-97), who provides the rather tenuous link 
between Ramsay and Raeburn. Martin had been Ramsay’s direct pupil and remained his 
studio assistant into the 1760s, but when we recognize his first independent work, about 
1765, he had already veered over towards the more forceful patterns of Reynolds, and the 
rough texture of his paint in later years seems also to have been due to seeking for some¬ 
thing of Reynolds’s style. In 1775 he settled in Edinburgh and became the fashionable 
portrait painter for the next twenty years, liis reputation not being eclipsed by the young 
Raeburn, to whom he is said to have lent one of his portraits to copy. He was always 
slovenly in execution and his hands are often astonishingly feeble, but his portraits have an 
individual tang and cannot readily be mistaken for the work of any other painter. He 
was well suited by sympathy to depict some of the more characteristic kinds of Scottish face, 
and his masterpiece is ‘George Murdoch’ (Plate i88b) 1793 in the Glasgow Gallery. It may 
be that he was not above taking a hint from Raeburn’s sense of pattern and method of 
lighting the head in his later years, but what we know of Raeburn’s chronology (and the 
knowledge is very imperfect) rather suggests that the influence was the other way about. 
Martin was appointed Painter to the Prince of Wales, and he seems to have been the first 
painter since the days of Sir John Medina to have made a good and steady income out of 
painting portraits in die capital of Scotland. 
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PORTRAITISTS IN CRAYONS OR PASTEL 


The art of portraiture in crayons or pastel or kindred media was in sufficient vogue 
throughout much of the eighteenth century to demand separate treatment here. Most of 
the painters involved practised in oil also, but a number of them hardly made a name out- 
si de of their work in crayons to demand consideration as oil painters. Writing of the col¬ 
lection at Stourhead in the early years of the nineteenth century. Sir Richard Colt Hoare 
refers to ‘painting in crayons, a style now quite unfasliionablc*, so that we may properly 
conclude with a chapter on a form of painting wliich came to a temporary close with the 
period of which this volume treats. 

It has been plausibly suggested that portraiture in crayons was introduced into England 
from France about the time of the Restoration. At any rate such work first appears in the 
1660S among the circle of Lely’s immediate associates. Two theatrical portraits by John 
Greenhill arc the carhest which have been traced, ‘Betterton as Tamerlane’ 1663 at Kings¬ 
ton Lacy and ‘Harris as Wolsey’ in the President’s Lodgings at Magdalen College, Oxford. 
It may be that something more highly coloured than the ordinary portrait drawing was 
felt as appropriate for the first portraits of actors in character parts, and the new medium 
gives them a strikingly modern air. But crayons were not confined to actors’ portraits, 
as the two surviving crayon portraits (one in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford) by an 
otherwise unknown associate of Lely, T. Thrumpton, are of more conventional sitters. 
They date from 1667. 

The first artist whom we may reasonably consider to have been a professional specialist 
in crayon portraits was Edmund Ashfield, who can be certainly traced only from 1670 to 
1675. He was copying Lely portraits in oil in 1670 but is stated by Walpole to have been 
the pupil of Michael Wright, which seems plausible on grounds of style. His crayons are 
about II X 9 in. in size, sometimes rich in colour and of high quality, when in good pre¬ 
servation. The best signed examples arc at Ham House. Wc also learn from Walpole that 
Ashfield enriched the crayon-painter’s palette and was the teacher of Edward Lutterell, 
who is a hardly more tangible figure. 

Lutterell is reputed to have been an Irishman and trained to the Law. What is certain is 
that he also practised as a mezzotint engraver. He first emerges with any certainty about 
1680 and he may have been living as late as 1723. His only crayons of note at present 
traced date from the 1690s and his work answers to some extent to Kneller’s in painting. 
It is technically of considerable originality, since he devised a means of using crayons on 
copper by first preparing the ground as if for mezzotint. His clear key of colouring is very 
different from Ashfield’s more sombre and sonorous colouring. 

For the first quarter of the eighteenth century crayon portraits do not seem to have 
been in high fashion, although the work of a number of provincial masters is occasionally 
jnet with. But it was brought into repute again by three artists after their return from 
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Italy. Arthur Pond (r. 1705-58) came back from Italy in 1727; George Knapton (1698- 
1778) returned in 1732; and William Hoarc (c. 1707-92) in 1737. As crayon painters, 
although Pond was the first to become fashionable, Knapton was the best and most im¬ 
portant. The first report of the new fashion comes from Mrs Delany, writing to her sister, 
Anne Granville, 30 June 1734. ‘Lady Dysart\ she says, ‘has got to crayons, and 1 design to 
fall into that way. I hope Mr Pond will help me too, for his colouring in crayons I think 
the best I have seen of any English painter.’ Pond’s quality in crayons, to judge from a 
signed example of 1737 at Mclbury, is little liigher than his quality in oils, but his work 
found favour and imitators as well. George Vertue disapproved of the vogue for crayon 
portraits and a singularly ungrammatical passage in his notes for 1741 gives his views 
(ill, 109/10): ‘crayon painting has met with so much encouragement of late years here, that 
several painters - those that had been in Italy to study, Knapton, Pond, Hoare, for the 
practice of painting in oil - found at their return that they could not make any extra¬ 
ordinary matter of it, and turned to painting in crayons, and several made great advantages 
of it. It looked pleasant, and, covered with glass (and in) large gold frames, was much com¬ 
mended for the novelty. And the painters, finding it much easier in execution than oil 
colours, readily came into it.’ I have modified Vertue’s punctuation, but retained his 
meaning. He closes his paragraph with the words: ‘the want of ambition in art thus shows 
its declining state. Small pains and great gains is this darling modish study.’ Knapton 
worked at London, Hoare in Bath. Knapton’s tonality is rather brownish and greyish, 
while Hoare’s is gayer, but it was Knapton who became the teacher of Francis Cotes, who 
brought the crayon portrait onto the same level as the portrait in oils, and who was the 
first of what Vertue calls the ‘crayoncers’ to adopt the portrait style of the new age. 
Independent of these was Catherine Read (1723-78), a Scottish lady who studied in Paris 
and Rome, worked in London from 1754, and went to India in 1775. 

Francis Cotes (1726-70) first appears as an independent crayon artist in 1748. Even 
in liis first years he is much brighter in colour than Knapton and he expresses admiration 
for the work of Mengs and Rosalba in a way which suggests that he had seen their works 
and profited by them. Indeed, a visit to Italy is not improbable, but is not documented. 
Rosalba herself never visited England but Cotes must have been put on his mettle by the 
appearance of Jean-£tienne Liotard (1702-89) the Swiss painter, who arrived in London 
in 1753 with an international reputation and a considerable English clientele. Liotard 
was in London from 1753 to 1755 and was at first a tremendous success, rousing thejcalous 
criticism of the young Reynolds. Horace Walpole remarks that Liotard’s likenesses were 
‘too like to please those who sat to him’ and that he had great business the first year and 
very little the second. ‘Freckles, marks of the small pox, everything found its place, not so 
much firom fidelity, as because he could not conceive the absence of anything that ap¬ 
peared to him.’ But for liveliness and vivacity of colour they were something quite new 
in portraiture in England. The series of portraits at V7indsor of the Princess ofW^ales and 
her children (1755) is the most modern in appearance of any portraits of the age, and the 
fact that one can discern which of the children had adenoids is perhaps more interesting to 
posterity than it was to contemporaries. Certainly such work convinced Cotes that he 
must abandon altogether the old tonality of Knapton and he brought his crayons to a very 
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high pitch of teclmical perfection and employed bright colours along the same lines. 
Although Cotes turned more and more to oils after 1763, he still took pupils in crayons, 
and Russell was in his studio as late as 1767. Liotard returned to London from 1772 to 1774, 
but the force of his first impact was spent. 

A passing mention may be made of Francois Xavier Vispre, a native of Besan^on, who 
worked in London (and a little in Dublin) from 1760 to 1789. His rather infrequent but 
charming crayon portraits brought to England something of the French manner of Per- 
ronneau, but seem to have been without influence. Nor did the work of Quentin de la 
Tour, although mentioned with praise by Allan Ramsay, find any echo in England. A 
neat painter of small-scale crayon heads, rather out of the main tradition, was Hugh 
Douglas Hamilton (c. 1739-1808), who is reputed to have acquired the technique at 
the Dublin school of art. He worked in London about 1764 to 1778, and the charming 
little ovals of this period are his best work, anticipating the small watercolour portraits of 
Downman, who succeeded to his vogue. Hamiltoti’s work is generally subdued in colour 
and unrelated to the contemporary style of Cotes. From 1778 to 1791 Hamilton worked 
in Rome, specializing in small-scale full-length crayons which are like miniature portraits 
by Batoni. But he was persuaded by Flaxnian to take to oils and retired to Dublin, where 
he prospered as an oil painter, but where his work lost its pristine elegance and neat charm. 

The tradition of Cotes was maintained byjolin Russell (1745-1806), who was his pupil 
up to 1767. Russell bought certain works by Rosalba Carricra which he studied to 
advantage and cultivated a rather smudgier teclniique than had prevailed before, ‘rubbing 
in’ his crayons, as his contemporary, Bacon, reported. His personality is rather difficult to 
grasp, as he was a churchman of unusual devoutness, much given to favouring the 
Methodists in the days of their early enthusiasm. Yet he turned out a steady stream of 
portraits which seem to make his sitters more modish, or more mannered, than reality. 
He became a.r.a. as early as 1772, but was not elected r.a. until 1788. In 1785 he was 
appointed ‘Crayon Painter to the Prince of Wales’ and his prices in the 1790s were as high 
as those of Reynolds. From the end of the 1790s liis London vogue lessened and most of 
his commissions came from Yorkshire, where he made extended tours, and where he died. 
There is an insipidity about his style which must have appealed to his contemporaries, 
who continued to sit to him, in spite of his preaching at his sitters. 

Russell’s rival towards the close of his career was Ozias Humphry (1742-1810), who 
had begun as a miniature painter of some distinction, settling in London in 1763. In 1773 
he accompanied Romney to Italy, returning in 1777, and he visited India 1785 to 1788. 
An accident which affected his eyesight, in 1772, had diverted him from miniatures to 
oil painting, but he was never better at oil portraits than a third-rate echo of Romney’s 
style. In 1791, however, he became r.a. and switched over to crayons, becoming soon 
afterwards ‘Portrait Painter in crayons to His Majesty’, no doubt as a sort of antidote to 
Russell’s corresponding appointment to the Prince of Wales. In liis crayons Humphry 
shows a rather greater probity than Russell and adopted a more linear and less smudgy 
style. 

The youngest of the three chief masters of the crayon, Daniel Gardner (1750-1805), 
was the most distinguished and at the same time the most original. A native of Kendal, 
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where Romney had first practised, he became a pupil of Romney and studied at the Royal 
Academy schools. But from Romney he learned nothing, except that it was not necessary 
to exhibit at the Academy, and the late style of Reynolds, in its least solid aspect, was 
Gardner’s model. It has even been suggested that Gardner was Reynolds’s assistant towards 
the close of his life. His first practice was in crayons, and in a letter of 12 November 1779 
he describes the portrait of Philip Egerton as ‘absolutely the first oil picture I ever finished’. 
Certain early oil portraits of the Pennington family (personal friends of Gardner) which 
have passed through the auction rooms in recent years, suggest that, although technically 
far from accomplished, he was capable of a vein of tender and romantic sentiment in this 
medium which is surprising. His masterpiece in oil, the ‘Heathcotc Hunting Group’ 
belonging to the National Trust and exhibited at Montacutc, is based on Reynolds’s 
latest style, but retains, as always with Gardner, something of the effect of having been 
painted on a rough towel. This roughness of texture he evidently valued, for he carried 
it over into his pastels. These arc technically higlily original, for Gardner mixed brandy 
or spirits of wine with his crayons, which had been scraped to dust with a knife, and drew 
with this highly loaded preparation. The result is something half-way between crayons 
and oil painting and acliicves a violent and almost harsh brilliance of effect unparalleled in 
any other medium. To this lush material Gardner added a very flashy style, torturing his 
white draperies more with the art of the pdtissicr than of the painter, and organizing his 
family groups (or even his single figures) in a riot of voluptuous curves. Except for Cos¬ 
way’s miniatures, no paintings give quite such a complete synthesis of the artificial world 
of pre-Regency and Regency times, and it is understandable tliat Gardner’s art died with 
him. But in fact the three chief painters in crayons all died in the early years of the nine¬ 
teenth century and left no successor to carry on their art, which, almost overnight, ceased 
to be fashionable. Nor has it ever been, to any serious extent, revived. 
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p. 1 
p. 2 

P- 3 
P- 4 
P- 5 


P- 7 

p. lo 


p. II 
p. 12 


P« 13 


CHAPTER I 

I a. See H. G. Waymcnt, Burl. Mag., c (Nov. 

1958), 378 fr. 

1. G. Gluck, Burl. Mag., LXin (Sept. 1933), 100 ff. 

2. M. Goldblatt, The Connoisseur, cxxiii (Mar. 
1949), 9, where it is supposed that Perreal was copy¬ 
ing an earlier picture, 

3. W. A. Shaw, Three Inventories of Pictures, 
Courtauld Institute Texts, i (1937). 

4. For the Serjeant Painters sec W. A. Shaw, The 
Connoisseur, xxxj (1911), 72-81. 

4a. See Hugh Va^ct, Burl. Mag., ci (Nov. 1959), 
396 If., for an approach to his style. 

5. R. W. Carden, Proceedings of the Society of 
Antiquaries, xxiv (1911/12), 179-85. 

6. (Sir) Harris Nicholas, The Privy Purse Expenses 
of King Henry VIII. .. (1827), 221. For an attempt 
to identify this Ambrose with the brother of Jean 
Clouet, see G. Gliick, Aus drei Jahrhunderten euro^ 
paischer Malerei (1933), 254 ff. 

7. Notes on Dufresnoy’s Art of Painting in The 
Works of Sir Joshua Reynolds, ed. E. Malone (1797), 
II, 250. I owe this reference to Dagobert Frey, 
EngUsches Wesen im Spiegel seiner Kunst (1942), 245, 
where there is a valuable discussion of Holbein's 
change of style. 

8. Another picture of this small class is Mr H. £. M. 
Benn’s ‘Portrait of a Lady* (R.A. 1950/1). An ‘Un¬ 
known Man*, dated 1546 in the Besan^on Museum 
as ‘School of Holbein*, also deserves consideration, 
but may be nearer to Flickc. 

9. Ema Auerbach in Burl. Mag., xciii (Feb. I95i)» 

45. 

CHAPTER 2 

1. Ema Auerbach, Burl. Mag., xcm (Feb. 195 1 )» 
46 ff. 

2. G. Gliick, ‘Original und Kopie* in Festschrift 
fur Julius Schlosser (1927), 224 ff. 

3. I have given the evidence at length in the 
Catalogue of the R.A. Winter Exhibition. 1950/51* 
under No. 51. 

4. Ema Auerbach, Burl. Mag., xci (Aug. 1949)* 
221-2. 

5. The Lumlcy Inventory of 1590, best published 
by Sir Lionel Cust in Walpole Society, vi (1917/18), 
15 ff* is the most important artistic document of the 
sixteenth century. Apart from furniture (much of 


which is illustrated in gay drawings), it gives a list 
of portraits which made up the greatest of English 
sixteenth-century portrait collections, considerably 
richer than that of the Crown. It preserves the names 
of a number of painters who were first identified by 
this means, and belongs to the Earl of Scarbrough. 

6. Reproduced in T/ie Comiotewr, XLV, 163-4. A p* 14 
few unsigned portraits can reasonably be associated 
with Flicke, but the fourth ‘signed* work which ap¬ 
pears in the books is impossible to accept, although 

the attribution can be traced back to an Inventory of 
the 1720S. It is a Clouet school portrait of the ‘Due de 
Nemours’ belonging to the estate of the late Marquess 
of Lothian, on to which an ingenious hand, probably 
of the early eighteenth century, has painted ‘G. 
Fliccus*. Its divergent style has led to several ingeni¬ 
ous hypotheses. 

7. This may well be by Moro himself. As Lord p. 15 
Windsor was a Roman Catholic and lived latterly 
much abroad, it need not have been painted in Eng¬ 
land. 

8. Known to earlier literature as ‘Sotto Clevc’, he 
was the son of the better-known Joos van Clevc and 
was bom in 1520 and died 1567. The venerable tradi¬ 
tion that he was a portrait painter has been exploded 
byL. Burchard in MelangesHulindeLoo (1931), 53ff. 

9. Pictures later than 1569 by Eworth arc rare and 
uncertain: there arc unimportant portraits of un- p» i 7 
known ladies of 1571 (at Chequers Court) and 1573 
(Hon. Michael Astor), but the full-length ‘Lady 
Sidney’ at Petworth, alleged to be dated 1573, shows 

an earlier style of costume, and the two portraits or 
1578 at Long Mclford have nothing whatever to do 
with Eworth, although they appear in all the official 
catalogues of his work. 

10. The literary references arc given by F. A. 

Yates in Warburg Journal, x (194?) »ff. 

CHAPTER 3 

1. A list of known names is given in W. G, Con- p j ^ 
stable and C. H. Collins Baker, English Painting of the 
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (1930)* .34-5• 

2. See W. G. Constable in Burl. Mag., Lxvn (Sept. 

1935). 133-4. 

2a. SeeD. Piper, Burl. Mag., xcix (July 1957). 

2b. SeeO.Kurz,Burl.Mag.,xax (Jan. 1957), 13 ff. 

3. ThcrcconstructionofGowcr, from which the p, 20 
infbrmation m the text is taken, is by J. W. Goodison 
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in Burl. Mag., xc (Sept. 1948), 261 fE, where the 
documents are published. 

p. 20 4. Published in Burlington Fine Arts Club, Ex- 

hihition of late Elizabethan Art (1926), plates vi and vii. 

5. The foundations of a study are to be found in 
F. M. O’Donoghuc, A Descriptive and Classified Cata¬ 
logue of Portraits ofQueen Elizabeth, 1894, and a useful 
attempt at a summary chronology (on the basis of 
costume) is F. M. Kelly in The Connoisseur, cxiii 
(1944). 71 fF. 

p. 21 6. See Erna Auerbach, (1954). 

7. On the column is inscribed: ‘Staiico riposo e 
riposato affanno*; on the globe: ‘Questo vedo e 
molto*; and on the colander: ‘A terra il ben - mal 
dimora in sella*. The most famous of the Hatfield 
portraits belongs to the same world of Emblems: the 
Queen holds a rainbow, over which is written ‘Non 
sine sole Iris’, and she wears a dress patterned with 
eyes and cars, presumably to show the universality 
of her intelligence, but there may also be more 
esoteric allusions, since Leicester was nicknamed by 
her ‘Eyes*. 

8. ‘The English Historic Portrait: Document and 
Myth’, offprint from Proceedings of the British 
Academy, xxix (1943). 8. 

p. 22 9. The best account of Hilliard’s style is in Mr 

John Popc-Hemicssy’s A Lecture on Nicholas Hilliard, 
1949, with the essence of which I am in entire agree¬ 
ment, although I would question some of the sug¬ 
gestions about the origins of Hilliard’s style. The rest 
of what is known about Hilliard and many illustra¬ 
tions arc to be found in Mr Graham Reynolds’s Cata¬ 
logue of the Hilliard and Oliver Exhibition, Victoria 
and Albert Museum, 1947: see further, correspond¬ 
ence in The Times Literary Supplement, 9 Aug. 1947, 
and 25 Sept. 1948, and Dr Auerbach’s article in Burl. 
Mag., xci (June 1949), 166 ff., where she gives the 
evidence that Hilliard, in 1598, agreed to paint ‘a 
faire picture in greatc* of Queen Elizabeth. 

10. Published in Walpole Society, i (1912). 

11. Arte of Limning, 23-4; I have simplified the 
spelling. 

p. 23 12. From Vcrtuc’s day until 1912 the signature of 

Hans Eworth (HE) was supposed to be that of de 
Heere, and this error should be allowed for in all that 
relates to portraits in what is otherwise the best ac¬ 
count of what is known of de Heere -- Sir Lionel 
Gust, ‘A notice of the Life and Works of Lucas 
d’Heere*, in Archaeologia, liv (1894). Frances 
Yates, The Valois Tapestries (1959). 

13, This would normally have descended to the 
Duke of Northumberland, but it can hardly be the 
small head at Syon House, which has affinities with 
the portrait at Siena of about the right date. 


14. A list in Constable and Collins Baker, op. cit. p. 24 
37* 

15. These dates are to be deduced from the most 
complete synopsis of all the documents relating to 
Zuccaro which has so far been published, in Werner 
Korte, Der Palazzo Zuccari in Rom, Leipzig (1935). 

70-9. 

16. Raffaello Borghini, Il Riposo, 1584, p. 573 
(Book IV, p. 143, of the Siena edition of 1787), who 
says: ‘in Inghiltcrra fccc il ritratto della Regina Elisa- 
betta, e quello di Milord Lostr^ [sir] suo favoritis- 
simo, ambedue interi, c grandi come il naturale*. 

17. No painting closely related to the drawing of 
the Queen is known, but there is a large panel of 
Leicester (79 x 43 in.) which is clearly based on the 
drawing but shows him in different armour. This 
was formerly in the Duke of Sutherland’s collection 
at Trentham and last appeared in Anon, (Mrs Otto 
Kahn) sale, Christie’s, 28 July 1939, lot 60: it was not 
an original by Zuccaro. 

18. P. Boesch in Zwingliana, ix (1949), 16 ff. 

19. The legend about these portraits and their 
supposed connexion W'ith Lucas Cornelis was started 
by Vertue (n, 51-2) and canonized by Walpole (cd. 
Dallaway/Womum, i, 65) on the strength of ‘an 
itinerary by one Johnston’ [sic]. On purely stylistic 
grounds it was exploded by Sir Lionel Gust in the 
introduction to the Exhibition of Early English Por¬ 
traits at the Burlington Fine Arts Club, 1909, pp. 49- 
50, but its most recent viaim was S. H. Steinberg in 
Burl. Mag., lxxiv (Jan. 1939), 35-6, and it is en¬ 
shrined in Thieme-Becker. It can be exploded on 
securer grounds by consulting Walpole’s misnamed 
source, Thomas Johnson’s Iter Plantarum Investiga- 
tionis Ergo Susceptum, 1629 (S.T.C. No. 14703)- 

20. The documentation of Strong is to be found p. 25 
in Mrs R. Lane Poole, Catalogue of Oxford Portraits, 

II, xi ff. 

21. Arthur E. Preston, Christ's Hospital, Abingdon 
(1929). 36 ff. 

22. Full documentation in Mrs R. Lane Poole, 

‘An outline of the history of the De Critz family of 
painters’, in Walpole Society, n. 

23. Mrs R. Lane Poole, ‘Marcus Gheeraerts, father 
and son’, in Walpole Society, m, publishes the docu¬ 
ments. This is followed by an article on Marcus 
Gheeraerts by Sir Lionel Gust, which is rich in 
illustrations but almost devoid of critical value. 

24. Logan Pearsall Smith, The Life and Letters of p. 26 
Sir Henry Wotton, i, 4<So: the mosaic is illustrated, i, 

452. 

25. Vertue, v, 75. This letter docs not appear 
among the published Penshurst MSS., Sir Robert 
Sydney to Lady Sydney of 26 Jan. 1596/7 (Hist. 
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MSS. Commission, Pcnshurst MSS., n (1934), 230) 
refers to this picture, but docs not name the painter. 
Two portraits at Pcnshurst also have ‘Marc Gar- 
rard*s* signature: the attribution is probably correct, 
but the ‘signatures* seem to have been put on by 
Sartorius when restoring the pictures in 1748. 

26. Exhibited R.A., 1938 (ii), and reproduced in 
the Album of the Exhibition. 

}>. i7 37. The few documents known on Peake arc 
summarized in A. J. Finbcrg, ‘An authentic portrait 
by Robert Peake*, in Walpole Society, ix, 89 ff. 

28. Two pairs of companion portraits of a father 
and mother and a boy and a girl. They appeared (as 
‘Jamesonc*) in the T. S. Pcarson-Gregory sale, 18 
June 1937, lots 21 and 22. 

29. Sir Gerald Chadwyck-Hcalcy sale, Sothcby*s, 
21 July 1943. lot 48. 

p. 28 30. A full account of this historically very in¬ 

teresting painting, by the Earl of llchcster, is given 
in Walpole Society, ix. 

31. Best illu.stratcd in Bt4rL Mag., xxxi (Sept. 
1917), 89, where the article by F. M. Kelly is only 
valuable for dating the costume not later than 1570. 

32. For this whole subject and the bibliography, 
see F. W. Reader, ‘A classification of Tudor domestic 
wall painting’, in The Archaeological Journal, xevni 
(1941), 181 ff. 

33. The documents arc published in Archaeologia 
Scotica, ni (1831), 312-13- 

34. Sec James Drummond, The Portraits of John 
Knox and George Buchanan, Edinburgh, 1875 (from 
Transactions of the Antiquarian Society, 10 May 1875), 
p. 7. An Adriaen Johnson, ‘picturemaker*, became a 
denizen of London, 29 Oct. 1550. 

p. 29 35. Sir James L. Caw, Scottish Portraits, 1 (1902), 

plate x. 

CHAPTER 4 

p. 3 2 1. For van Somer’s dates sec A. Bredius, Kmstler- 

Inventare, m, 807 ff.; and vii, 210 ff It has always been 
assumed by British writers, without evidence, that 
he came to England about 1606; but cleaning has 
shown that the ‘signature* G(.?) van Somer London on 
a picture dated 1611 at Gate.shcad is not genuine: sec 
J. Steegman in Burl Mag., xci (Feb. 1949). 52 ff# 
where die ‘Lord Windsor* of 1620 is published. 

2. Historical MSS. Commission (Duke of Rutland 
MSS.): Diary of Lady Anne Clifford, cd. V. Sackvillc- 
West, 1923,105 and 107; Mrs C. C. Stopcs In Notes 
on Pictures in the Royal Collections, ed. Lionel Cust 

(1911). 86. 

3. W. Noel Sainsbury, Original Papers relating to 
Rubens, etc, (1859), 335, identifying ‘Yor highness* as 


probablyjamcs I, but Charles, Prince ofWalcs, seems 
certain. 

4. Published in W. H. Carpenter, Pictorial Notices p. 33 
of Van Dyck and his Contemporaries (1844), I76-7; 

and reprinted in Mary F. S. 1 lervcy. The Life of 
Thomas Howard Earl of Arundel (1921), 143 ff. 

5. MS. Account Book of Sir Henry Hobart from 
5 Oct. 1621 to 29 June 1625 bequeathed by the 1 ith 
Marquess of Lothian to die Norfolk Record Society, 
under 23 Dec. 1624 - ‘To Mr Danicll Mittens the 
picture drawer by the hands of Sr John Hobart in 
parte of payment for yc drawing of yr Lorpps picture 
005/10/0*. 

6 . Mrs C. C. Stopcs in Burl Mag., xxii (Feb. p. 34 
1913), 280. 

7. Mary F. S. Hervey, op. cit. 404-5. 

8. A possible candidate is the picture in the Duke p- 3 5 
of Leeds sale, 20 June 1930, lor 45, as Van Dyck. 

9. Burl Mag., xc (Nov. 1948), 322. 

10. Reproduced in The Studio, May 1948, 136. P' 

11. Burl Mag., Lxxin (Sept. 1938), 125, where 
two other signed portraits are noted. 

13 . On 29 Apr. 1613 Michael Austin, an English¬ 
man, resident in London, apprenticed his son, 
Nathaniel (otherwise unknown), to Jan Tcunissen 
at Amsterdam to learn painting (Oud Holland, 1,11 

(1935). 288). 

13. Anon, sale, Christies’, 28 May 1948, lot 174, 
as Van Vlict, but clearly signed CJ in monogram 
and dated 1617. 

14. There is a preliminary catalogue by A. J. Fin¬ 
bcrg in Walpole Society, x. Finberg lists about 175 
portraits up to 1643, when Johnson left England, 
and I have notes of about a further 60, so that Johnson 
is the first British painter of whose work a consider¬ 
able portion has been identified. He usually signs his 
pictures with some form of the initials CJ. 

15. Catalogue of the Ccntraal Museum, Utrecht, 

1933 - 

16. T. Pearson-Gregory sale, 18 June 19? 7, as ‘A 
Lady of the dc Ligne family’, but it can be identified 
from R. White’s engraving as Susanna Temple, 
afterwards Lady Thornhurst and Lady Lister. 

17. Sir R. L, Hare, Bart, sale, i Mar. 1946, lot 63. p. 37 

18. Burl Mag., xc (July 1948). 204. 

19. J. Fisher, The History and Antiquities of MaS’- 
ham, etc. (1865), 171. 

20. Prince Frederick Dulcep Singh, Portraits in 
Norfolk Houses, n, plate at p. 40 as ‘?John Osborne’; 
and A. C. Sewter in Burl Mag., Lxxvi (July 1940), 

35, as Cornelius Johnson. 
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p. 38 21. Autobiographyof Edward, Lord Herhert of Chef’- 

bury. It may be the picture at Charlecotc. An Eliza- 
bcthan-looking portrait of ‘Mrs Turner’ is called 
Larkin in an eighteenth-century inventory of pic¬ 
tures at Claydon. 

22. Lord William Howard’s accoiuit books forNa- 
worth Castle in Surtees Society, lxviii (1877), 182 ff. 

23. Lancashire and Cheshire Record Society, li, 118, 
where his name is misprinted as ‘South’. 

24. C. H. Collins Baker in The Connoisseur, Mar. 
1948, reprinted in the N.A.C.F. Report for the year 

1947. 

25. Basil S. Long, British Miniaturists (1929), 123. 

26. The sitters are Sir Richard Saltonstall (1595- 
1650), his second wife, Mary Parken (married 1633), 
and the children surviving at the birth of cither 
Bernard (b. 1637) or Mary (b. 1639). 

27. Mrs R. Lane Poole, Catalogue of Oxford Por¬ 
traits, n (1925), XXV ff., gives the references for many 
of them; sec also Catalogue of the exhibition of 
Historical Portraits at Cardiff, 1948. 

28. Basil S. Long, British Miniaturists. There is a 
p. 39 long account of him in Walpole’s Anecdotes. 

29. C. H. Collins Baker, Lely and the Stuart Por¬ 
trait Painters, u, 112. 

30. Mrs Hilda F. Finbcrg in Walpole Society, ix, 

p. 40 dcJongh and other early landscape painters; 

also Colonel M. H. Grant, The Old English Landscape 
Painters, i and n (n.d.), m {1947), where all that is 
known about early landscape painters is copiously 
related. Sec John Hayes, Burl. Mag., xcviii (Jan. 
1956), 3 ff. 

31. For documentation and illustration of Clcyn’s 
work in Denmark see Francis Beckett, Kristian IVog 
Malerkunsten. Copenhagen (1937), 43 ff (There 
exists an offprint in English of this chapter.) 

32. The Archaeological Journal, civ (1948), 172. 
p. 4, Emmanuel dc Critz is usually supposed to be the 

painter, but Cleyn seems to me more probable. 

33. Register of Apprentices of the City of Edin¬ 
burgh, 1583-1666, Scottish Record Society (1906), 98. 

CHAPTER 5 

p. 43 I a. But sec O. Millar, Rubens' Whitehall Ceiling 
(1956). 

I. This is sufficiently demonstrated by the 
astonishing draft of a letter of 1636 from the Earl 
of Newcastle to Van Dyck among the Wclbcck 
MSS. (R. W. Goulding and C. K. Adams, Catalogue 
of the Duke of Portland's Pictures (1936), 485). 
p. 44 2. The best short general account and collection 

of illustrations is that by Gustav Gliick in the Klassiker 
der Kunst scries, 1931, which altogether supersedes 


the earlier volume in the same scries by Emil 
Schaeffer. But Gliick was not very familiar with 
British collections, and several of the most remark¬ 
able groups of works by Van Dyck in this country 
(such as those belonging to the Dukes of Bedford 
and Northumberland, and Lord Lcconficld) are 
hardly represented at all. A much fuller list of his 
English portraits, made with only a slight attempt 
at separating originals from copies, is in Sir Lionel 
Cust’s Anthony Van Dyck (1900). 

3. Published in full in W. H. Carpenter, Pictorial p. 45 
Notices (of Van Dyck, etc.) (1844), 66 ff. 

4. Lady BuTghclerc, Life of Strafford {21 Jin. 1616), p. 48 

H, 19. 

5. For all the documents and illustrations on the 
dc Critz family, see Mrs R. Lane Poole in Walpole 
Society, n. 

6. Notes and Queries, First Scries, i (12 Jan. 1850), p. 49 
161. He has been confused also with Jerome Neve 
(Latine Nyphus), who painted two large pictures of 

his own family in a Vandyckian style, which are now 
at Petworth. There is no reason to believe that this 
Neve worked in England. He seems to have married 
about 1625 and had eight children with obviously 
unEnglish names. A signed portrait by Cornclis dc 
Neve, dated 1647, is said to be at Long Melford. 

7. The version of the Robert Davies at Gwysancy 
and a detail of the signature arc reproduced in Burl. 

Mag., xc (July 1948), 204 and note. 

8. All four arc published by A. C. Sewter, Burl. 

Mag., Lxxvii (July 1940), 20 ff. I do not agree with 
the attribution there to the same hand of the portrait 
of‘Lord Hussey*-a posthumous imaginary portrait, 
of which another version is at Doddington Hall, 

Lines. 

9. He appears wrongly in the D.N.B. as Robert 
Greenbury. The best and fullest account of him is by 
Mrs R. Lane Poole in Catalogue of Oxford Portraits, n, 

XV ff. 

10. Others arc mentioned by earlier writers, but p. 51 
the Decollation of St John from Wilton is only a copy 
after Stomer. It is now at Liverpool. 

11. Published by Oliver Millar in Burl. Mag., xc 
(April 1948), 97 ff. 

12. Reproduced in Burl. Mag., in (Feb. 1928)194; 
and in N. Stopford-SackviUe, Drayton (1939). 

13. The documentary information about the p. 53 
Stone family (mixed up with a good deal of the 
mythology) is to be found in W. L. Spiers, ‘The 
Note Book and Account Book of Nicholas Stone*, 
Walpole Society, vn. 

14. The sources for the ‘literary tradition* are the p. 53 
addendum to the 1706 edition of R. de Piles, Art of 
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Painting, p. 463, and the various references in Vertue 
(see Vertne Index). 

15. Gladys Scott Thomson, Life in a Noble House- 

hold (1937). 290. 

16. What little is known or to be guessed about 
Bower, and the bibliography for the evidence, is 
published in the Burl. Mag., xa (Jan, 1949), 18 ff. 

<54 17. Mentioned in the article, signed B. C. K., in 

Thicmc-Becker. The date is now read as 1637. 

18. The thorny subject of the portraits of Crom¬ 
well is treated at greatest length, but not exhaustively, 
in The Portraiture of Oliver Cromwell reprinted from 
Biometrika, xxvi, by K. Pearson and G. M. Morant. 
There is unconfirmed tradition that the Walker 
portrait of ‘Cromwell* (based in design on Van 
l)yck*s ‘Sir Edmund Verney*) which descended to 
Mrs Polhill-Drabble (last in Anon, sale, 2 Nov. 1945, 
lot 78) was a wedding present to Bridget Cromwell 
and ireton in 1646: a similar picture at Burghley 
House is alleged to have been given to Lord Exeter 
in 1647. But Mr E. S. de Beer has shown, on historical 
grounds, that a demand for portraits of Cromwell 
did not arise until about 1649, when he had gone to 
live at Hampton Court and was developing into a 
personage, and the date 1649 is found on the two 
versions of the Walker design with a page at the left 
(taken from the ‘Lord Newport* in Van Dyck’s 
double portrait at Perworth) at the National Portrait 
Gallery and at Leeds (from Na worth). The third and 
latest design, with the page at the right, is docu¬ 
mented as 1655/6 by Walker’s receipt for ^(^24 
published in Pearson & Morant, op. cit. 77. The 
Florence portrait ;uid the one at Birmingham arc 
Lelys of 1653/4: see Historical MSS. Commission, 6th 
Report, 1877 (MSS. of Miss fFarington of Worden), 
437b, and E. S. de Beer in History, xxiii (i938/9)» 
132. Mr Collins Baker has introduced a red herring 
by supposing that the ‘Great Duke* mentioned by 
Walpole was the Duke of Marlborough, when he 
was the Grand Duke of Tuscany. 

19. An apparent exception is the full-length Lely 
of‘Monk* at Chatsworth. But Monk himself was an 
exception, and it is my impression that the head in 
this has been superimposed upon an earlier picture. 
The full-lengths of Cromwell all seem to be 
posthumous. 

5 5 20. Beyond those pictures mentioned in the text 

a little ‘Head of a Girl* at Dulwich alone has a 
seventeenth-century attribution to Fuller. His name 
appears occasionally in eighteentli-ccntiiry MS. 
catalogues, as at Dunham Massey and Exton Park, 
but I cannot reconcile the smooth texture of the two 
portraits from Exton published by A. C. Sewter in 


Apollo (Mar. 1941), 62, with what we know of 
Fuller. 

21. Vertue MSS., i (H^<i/po/e Society), xviii, 101-2. 

22. Published by C. H. Collins Baker, The Con- p. 56 
noisseur (July 1917), 127. 

23. The best treatment of Wouters is G. Gliick, 

Rubens, Van Dyck und ihr Kreis (1933), 222 ff. 

24. The view of Canterbury belongs to Mr W. D. 

Caroe and is reproduced as plate xxxvi of the Cata- 
logue (1924) or the Exhibition of British Primitive 
Paintings, 1923. Another picture with an elaborate 
architectural interior and figures, signed and dated 
1658 and formerly in the Erskine of Linlathcn and 
Woodward collections, is only a copy of a Vrcdc- 
man de Vries at Hampton Court. 

CHAPTER 6 

1. Joachim von Sandrart, Academic der Bau-, Bild- p. 5 8 
und Mahlerey-Kiinste von 2673, cd. A. R. Pcltzer 

(1925). 355. 

2. It has been fashionable in recent years to plump 
for Socst in HoUand and to treat Houbraken’s evi¬ 
dence as an invention. But Lely, on his naturalization 
in 1661/2, called himself of the Dukedom of Clcve, 
wliich presumably involves Socst in Westphalia: sec 
Publications of the Huguenot Society, xviii (1911), 82. 

3. Houbraken and others say he came over in the p. 59 
train of William of Orange for the marriage in 1643: 

but the marriage was in 1641. The two portraits of 
the Prince and Princess said to have been painted on 
this occasion have been identified with: (a) the 
originals of two portraits in the Earl of Crawford’s 
possession, one of which is by or after Haiinemann, 
while the other is ten years later than 1641; (b) pic¬ 
tures conveniently signed ‘P. van der Facs’ of which 
a ‘Princess Mary* is published in Burl. Mag., Lxxxii 
(Apr. 1943). 100, signed ‘Peter van dcr Facs 1641*, 
and a ‘Prince William’, signed ‘Van der Facs Pinxt. 
act. 26’, was in a sale at the Anderson Galleries, New 
York, 21 Jan. 1927, lot 85 .1 do not believe in cither 
of these. The only other evidence for Lely being in 
England before 1643 was the date of ‘1642’ said to be 
on the head of‘James, Duke of York’ at Syon House, 
but this has turned out to read 1647. 

4. Lely’s subject pictures have been so wholly and p. 60 
undeservedly neglected in the literature that a few 
more may be noticed here. A favourite subject was 
‘Susamia and the Elders’, of which an early version 
(before 1650?) is at Birmingham, and later versions 

at Burghley House and in the Neeld sale, 13 July 
1945, lot 98, as Victoors; in the reserves of the 
Louvre is an ‘Atalanta Sc Meleager’; in the Baroda 
Gallery a ‘Judith’; a ‘Boys blowing Soap Bubbles* 
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was in Earl Fitzwilliam’s sale, ii June 1948, lot 38; 
and a curious ‘Idyll’ was lent to R. A. 193 8, no. 46. by 
the late Sir Edmund Davis. The only post-Restora- 
tion ‘subject pictures’ are those which represent the 
lighter ladies of the Court as ‘Venus’ (at Penshurst 
and formerly at Lowther Castle) or as the ‘Mag¬ 
dalen’ (at Kingston Lacy). For many illustrations see 
R. B. Beckett, Lely, 1951. 

p. 60 5. Notes and Queries, First Scries, i (12 Jan. 1850), 

162. 

p. 61 6. For my reasons for dating this r. 1651 sec Burl. 

Ma^., Lxxxvi (Feb. 1945). 5 i- 

7. No explanation of these busts is available, but 
they arc so disturbing that later owners painted the 
busts out in the two portraits of the ‘Earl of Essex* 
and ‘Lord CapcI of Tewkesbury* after the Cassio- 
bury sale in 1922. The latter has now found a home 
in the Metropolitan Museum, New York, and the 
bust has re-emerged to view. 

8. Letters of Dorothy Osborne to Sir William 
Temple, ed. G. C. Moore-Smith (1928), 106. 

9. For Lely visiting houses near Bury St Edmimds 
(near to the Mays’ house at Boxted) sec Roger 
North’s Lives of the Norths, 1890 edition, 11, 273. 

p. 63 10. Memoirs of the Count de Gramrnont. Translated 

by Peter Qucnnell (1930), 190. 

p. 64 II. Mr Collins Baker reconstructs Hayls from 
certain pictures at Woburn, relying on the list in 
Vertue (ii, 40), where the artists’ names are given ‘on 
the authority of some who pass forjudges in paint¬ 
ing*. The one traceable picture categorically called 
Hales in that list is ‘Colonel John Russell’, a picture 
of about 1645/8, which may well be an early phase 
of Hayls. The ‘Ladies Diana and Aimc Russell* of 
c. 1655/6 is hesitantly called ‘perhaps not Vandyck 
but ... Hales’, but this charming and Vandyckian 
piaurc is hard to reconcile with the more solid pro¬ 
jection of the Uffington portraits of c. 1653. At 
Lacock a ‘Sir Gilbert Talbot’ is mysteriously labelled 
‘Haylcs 1679’ but looks a good deal earlier. There is 
also a puzzling monogrammist, JH, who seems to 
have worked in Cheshire and Lancashire, 1647-62 
(sec M, R. Toynbee, Country Life, 15 Sept. 1950, 
840 ff.). 

T2. Reproduced in the Album of the Exhibition of 
17th Century Art in Europe, R.A., 1938. 

13. For the style and dating of the Persian Vest 
see E. S. dc Beer in Journal of the Warburg Institute, 
n (1938), 105 fF. 

14. The ‘ist Lord Baltimore’ was painted by 
Mytens, but the original found its way to Went¬ 
worth Woodhousc. The version sold, with the rest of 
the portraits of the Lords Baltimore, from Windlc- 
stone, at Sotheby’s, 26 July 1933, may well have 


been a copy by Socst. This too now belongs to the 
State of Maryland. 

15. Reproduced in Roger Granville, The History p. 65 
of the Granville Family (1895), 406. 

16. Mr Collins Baker wrongly calls them the 
children of Thomas Coke. They arc in fact Thomas 
Coke (1674-1727) and liis brother and sisters: the 
Cupid in the sky represents Francis, who died an 
infant in 1680: sec J. Talbot Coke, Coke of Trusley 
(1880), 71. 

17. Reproduced in Country Life, 26 Jan. 1929, p. 

122. 

18. Reproduced in The Fishing Gazette, 13 Dec. 

1924. 

19. Gascarswas born in Paris r. 1634/5 and died p. 66 
in Rome 1701. He was agree at the French Academy 
1671; in London c. 1672-7; in Holland 167^!^; re¬ 
ceived a Member of the French Academy 1680; and 

set off on further travels in 1681. A life-size portrait 
of one of the Estes at Modena is dated 1681; he 
worked for a time at Munich; was at Venice 1686; 
and finally settled in Rome, where an altar-piece by 
him survives in Sta Maria dei Miracoli. 

20. Remarks and Collections of Thomas Hearne, v 
(Oxford Hist. Society, 1901), 112-13, under date 14 
Sept. T715. Hearne calls him William, but his in¬ 
formant, where he can be checked independently, 
seems to have known more about Wright than any 
of Vcrtuc’s sources. 

21. Register of Apprentices of the City of Edin¬ 
burgh, 1583-1666, Scottish Record Society (1906), 

213. 

22. (P. A. Orlandi), L* abecedario pittorico, p. 329, 
of the Naples edition of 1733. Walpole’s misprint¬ 
ing of the date as 1688 has misled some subsequent 
British writers. M. Missirini, Memorie per servire alia 
storia della Romana Accademia di S. Luca (Rome, 

1823), 472. 

23. G. J. Hoogewerff, Bescheiden in Italic, n (The p. 67 
Hague. 1913), 130. 

24. See Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Insti¬ 
tutes, VI (1943), 217 ff. 

25. Corroboration of this is given in a reference, 
for which I am indebted to Mr E. S. de Beer: the 
Journal of Constantin Huygens, Jr., First Part (1876), 

361-3. 

26. If we arc to believe Vertue (i, 50; n, 66), a 
portrait of the ‘Duke of Norfolk’ was at Norfolk 
House in 1718 dated 1656, but the ‘pictor regius* in 
the signature makes this date very hard to believe in, 
and the picture is not to be found at Arundel to-day, 
though there are other Wrights there. It is, of course. 


242 



NOTES 


possible that Charles II in exile may have given 
Wright cause to call himself ‘pictor regius*. 

27. The justification of this statement is in the fact 
that the picture comes from collateral descendants. 
It was acquired from the Earl of Chichester, and 
Walpole saw it in possession of Thomas Pelham of 
Stanmer, whose wife was a great-granddaughter of 
Mr Claypolc’s sister, Frances. Walpole also saw 
another version at East Horsley in 1764 (Walpole 
Society, xv, 61). 

P 08 28. The identity of the sitter is extremely obscure. 

In addition to the one at Wardour (where there are 
three other examples of Wright), there is a similar 
picture at Deenc Park called ‘Mon. Edmund Brude- 
ncir, and a third, formerly at Abbotsford, has lately 
been most improbably christened ‘Sir Philip Staple- 
ton*. A bust version, to which no name is attached, 
also exists in Essex. 

29. Reproduced in Burl. Mag., lxxxviii. Sept. 
1946), 226. 

30. For clearing up the tangle of the Guildhall 
Wrights I am deeply indebted to Mr Raymond 
Smith, Librarian of Guildhall, and Mr P. E. Jone.s, 
Deputy Keeper of the Records. Mr CoUins Baker, 
misled by Evelyn’s habit of adding later notes to 
earlier entries in his Diary, has wrongly divided the 
series into two and dated some 1662. For the sad 
decision to preserve only tw’o, see The Times, 18 
Nov. 1^49, p. 6. Reproductions will be found of 
the ‘Earl of Nottingham* (wrongly captioned as his 
father) in A. I. Dasent, The Keepers of the House of 
Commons (1911), 176; and of‘Sir Timothy Littleton* 
in F. A. Inderwick and L. Field, Report oti the Inner 
Temple Pictures of Judge Littleton and Sir Edward Coke 
(1896), 8. See j. L. Howgego, Guildhall Miscellany 
(Feb. 1953)- 

p. 69 31. T'here is a story about a Wright who applied 

in vain for the post of King’s Limner in Scotland 
about 1700. This may well be Wright’s nephew 
(of the same name), about whom nothing certain is 
known beyond the fact of his existence. Four feeble 
Kneller studio pieces of c. 1700, formerly at Melville 
House, Fife, arc the only possible traces of him I 
have come across. 

32. For Borsselaer see C. H. Collins Baker in The 
Connoisseur (Sept. 1922). 5 ft'., where most of his 
known works arc illustrated: but it should be ob¬ 
served that several of the portraits at Bisham Abbey 
now labelled ‘Burslcr’ or ‘Burslec* are clearly not by 
him. A ‘Portrait of a widow* at Amsterdam, signed 
and dated 1664, was bought in London. For the refer¬ 
ences to the 1670s sec Catholic Record Society, xxxiv 
(i934)» 157.212,221. and 238. 


33. Exhibition, Burlington Fine Arts Club, The p, 70 
works of British-bom artists of the seventeenth century 
(1938), Exhibit 12, lent Mrs E. Durham. Mr Collins 
Baker’s account of Grccnhill is confused by an 
unusual proportion of inacccptable attributions. The 

date of the Cartwright portraits at Dulwich remains 
a mystery, which is only the more baffling with the 
evidence on the Cartwright family provided by Miss 
E. Boswell in Modern Language Review, xxiv (1929), 

125 ft*.; and G. E. Bentley, The Jacobean and Caroline 
Stage (1941), H, 402 ft*. 

34. Thomas Wcedon, later a Gentleman of the p. 71 
Privy Chamber to Charles II, married at West¬ 
minster Abbey, 24 Apr. 1675, 

35. For the full text sec Rev. Peter Whallcy, The 
History and Antiquities of Northampton.dtire (1791), ii, 

583. The evidence for Wissing’s arrival from The 
Hague in 1676 is in J. H. Hcssels, Archives of the 
London Dutch Church: Register of Attestations, etc. 

(1892). 106. 

36. Another lady painter, Mrs Carlisle, was p. 7^ 
working as a professional in Covent Garden from 

*654- 

37. The correct date was published by Elizabeth 
Walsh in Burl. Mag., xc (July 1948), 209. 

38. Sec Sir Lionel Cust, Burl. Mag., xxviii (Dec. p- 73 
1915), 112 ft*. 

39. Chirk Castle Accounts (continued), 1666-1753, 
compiled by W. M. Myddclton (1931), 158 and 161. 

40. C. Haskins, The Salisbury Corporation Pictures 
and Plate (1910), 15. 

41. Mrs R. Lane Poole, Catalogue of Oxford Por¬ 
traits, I (1912), xxvii ft*.; n (i 925 )» xiii £ 

42. Gennari’s own account of his activities re- p- 74 
mains uiipublbhed in the Biblioteca Comunale dell* 
Archiginnasio, Bologna, MS. B.344. 

43. Reproduced, as well as the central portion of P* 75 
the Sheldonian ceiling, in the Burl Mag., lxxxiv 
(Jan. 1944), where there is a summary of what is 
known about Streeter. 

44. For what is known of Lankrink sec Burl 
Mag., Lxxxvi (Feb. 1945)* 29 ft*. 

45. T. H. Fokkcr,jF<i« Siberechts, Brussels, 1931. p. 76 

46. Reproduced in Country Life (6 Feb. 1948), 

277. 

47. The four large ones are reproduced in W. P» 77 
Shaw Sparrow, British Sporting Artists (1922), from 
which the main facts about Barlow and his engrav¬ 
ings can be extracted from a disorderly mass of 
speculation. The same writer first published the date 

of his burial in The Connoisseur (July 1936). 3 ^ ft*. 

48. Oud Holland, l (i933)» I 79 - p. 78 
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p. 79 49. For further information on British Minia¬ 

turists see Basil S. Long, British Miniaturists (in 
dictionary form), 1929; R. W. Goulding’s Catalogue 
of the Welbeck Miniatures, published as vol. v of 
the Walpole Society; and British Miniaturists by J. 
Graham Reynolds (1952). 

50. Duke of Hamilton sale, 6 Nov. 1919, lot 18, as 
‘L. S. Guncmans*; it reappeared correctly catalogued 
in a sale 12 May 1929, lot 141. 

51. The ‘Lady Marchmont* at Mcllcrstain in¬ 
scribed ‘Scugal P. 1666* is in a costume of the 1690s 
and is presumably an error for 1696. One of the two 
portraits of ‘Sir Archibald Primrose* in the Earl of 
Rosebery’s collection appears to be dated 1670, but 
the attribution to Scougall is only traditional. 

52. The Household Book of Lady Grisell Baillie, 
1692-1733, Publications of the Scottish History 
Society, New Scries, I (1911). 

CHAPTER 7 

p. 82 I. For Verrio’s Toulouse period see BU\^raphie 
toulousaine (1823), 11, 480-7. 

2. Francis Thompson, A History of Chatsworth 
(i 949 )- 

p. 83 3. Country Life, two articles in July 1935. 

p. 85 3^- See E. Croft Murray, Apollo (Nov. 1959). 

p. 86 4- Reproduced, after its recent cleaning, in //- 

lustrated London News (22 Oct. 1949), 637. 
p. 87 5. B.'Wind, Journal of the Warburg Institute (1938), 

122 ff. 

p. 89 6. The engraved ‘Sir Thomas Reeve* is pub¬ 

lished by T. Borenius in Burl. Mag. (Jan. 1939), 39. 
SeeJ. Woodward,B»r/. Mag.,xcix (Jan. I957),2i ff. 

7. There is a summary of what is known of his 
English work in C. H. Collins Baker and Muriel 
Baker, Life of the Duke of Chandos (1949), 284-5. 
The Duke of Chandos was surprised at Amigoni 
wanting to do his pictures on canvas - but he 
belonged to the old school. 

CHAPTER 8 

p. 91 I. Communicated to me by Mr Oliver Millar. 

2. Mr Collins Baker, Lely, etc., 11, 43, curiously 
misunderstands this arrangement, 
p. 92 3. For a discussion of the evidence sec Martin 

Davies’ National Gallery Catalogue of the British 
School (1946), S.V. KncUcr. 

4. Maratta painted visiting Englishmen in Rome, 
and these portraits, like Batoni’s at a later date, may 
not have been without their influence in England. 
Important examples are the full-lengths of the ‘Earl 
of Sunderland’ and the ‘Earl of Roscommon’ (both 
of the early 1660s) at Althorp; ‘Sir Thomas Isham’ 


1677 at Lamport; and the bust of‘Charles Fox* at 
Melbury and the ‘2nd Marquess of Twecddalc* at 
Yester. 

5. For 1678 1 can only point to a ‘Duke of Mon¬ 
mouth* at Bowhill, ‘Lord David Hay* at Yester, and 
the ‘Marquess of Twceddalc* at Floors Castle. The 
‘Earl of Nottingham* in the Hanbury sale, 20 June 
1947, lot 62, is engraved as 1681. 

6. Both arc illustrated in Collins Baker, Lely, etc., p, yj 
II, 76 and 80. 

7. Pearl Finch, History of Burleyon ~ theHill p. 94 
(1901), I, 221-2. 

8. Among them are: John Jacob Bakkcr (perhaps 
the ‘ 1 . Baker* of Simon’s mezzotint of the ‘Sir Stephen 
Fox* of 1701 at Melbury) who was painting draperies 
for Knellcr in 1697 and whose name appears on 
feeble copies of royal portraits formerly at Melville 
House; the old Marccllus Laroon (1653-1701/2), 
father of the better-known painter of the same name, 
by whom there is a ‘Lord Lovelace* 1689 at Wadham 
College, Oxford, and ‘William Savery* 1690 at Ply¬ 
mouth; two brothers named Edward and Robert 
Byng whose sketch-books are in the British Museum, 
of whom Edward seems to have been Knellcr’s most 
trusted assistant at the time of his death, while 
Robert was working on his own, in a style wholly 
derived from Kncller, as early as 1697 and as late as 
1719; James Worsdalc (c. 1692^-1767) alleged to 
have been a natural son of Knellcr, whose faithful 
copy, dated 1731, of Knellcr’s ‘Duchess of Bucking¬ 
ham’ is at Mulgravc Castle; in 1733 he was painting 
royal portraits for the Nisi Prius Court at Chester 
Castle; in 173 5 he had settled in Dublin, but returned 
to England in the 1740s and was made ‘Painter to the 
Board of Ordnance*. 

9. An alphabetical list of some of them is: Joseph 
Brook of Bury St Edmunds (working 1690-1724, 
probably died before 1728), who had a good busi¬ 
ness in Suffolk doing originals and copies; Wolfgang 
William Claret (d. 1706, will published in Burl. 

Mag., XXXV, 87-8), a miniaturist as well as a painter, 
in England from at least 1679 and probably came 
from Brussels; Charles d’Agar or dc Garr (bom 
Paris 1669), son of Jacques d’Agar, later Court 
Painter in Denmark, he had a fashionable practice in 
London from at least 1705 until he committed suicide 
in May 1723, but his works are hard to distinguish 
from the general run of Kneller imitations, when 
they are not certified by engravings; Simon Dubois 
(1632-1708), a Dutchman, long resident in Rome, 
who was in England from 1681 and was made a 
denizen 8 May 1697; William Gandy (buried at 
Exeter at a ripe age, 14 July 1729). a Devon painter 
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P- 95 


p. 96 


p. loi 


whose work is said to have given hints to the young 
Reynolds - see Collins Baker, Le/y, etc., 11, 56 fF.; 
Garrison, a painter working in the Wigan-Preston 
area c. 1713, by whom there are signed works at 
Balcarres; J. Hargrave, working from 1693 to 
1707; Frederick Kerseboom, or Casaubon (Solingen 
1632-London 1692/3), who had studied in Antwerp 
and Paris and spent fourteen years in Rome, two of 
them as pupil of Poussin - there are engravings of 
Poussinesque history-pieces by him done in London, 
and signed English portraits exist from 1683; his 
nephew Johaim Kerseboom (d. 1708) is known by 
engravings as the painter of a few English portraits; 
Samuel King, working 1693/5; James Maubart (d. 
1746), who specialized in copies of portraits of poets 
and groups of children enriched with sprays of 
honeysuckle; Garret Morphey, an Irish Catholic (d. 
Dublin 1715/16), who was working in Yorkshire 
1686/88; Henry Peart (d. a little before 1700), who 
mainly copied Van Dyck and Lely; William de 
Ryck (1635-97), an Antwerp painter who was work¬ 
ing in England in the 1690s; and finally the Dutch¬ 
man, Willem Sonmans of Dordrecht, who came to 
England in the early 1680s, and is interesting because 
he normally spent term time at Oxford and worked 
the rest of the year in London, where he died in 1708. 
All these painters show slight individualities of style, 
but all except Morphey and de Ryck were swallowed 
up by the prevailing Kneller fashion. 

10. See a note on Hill in R. W. Goulding and C. K. 
Adams, Catalogue oj the Duke of Portland*s Pictures 
(1936). 449 - 

11. Diary of the 1st Earl of Egmont (Hist. MSS. 
Commission, 1920), i, 224-5. 

12. There is an unexpectedly well-informed 
article on him in the D,N,B. 

13. Reproduced in Jens Thiis, En ukjent Norsk 
Kunstamling, Oslo (1941), 37. 

14. Darby Griffiths sale, at Padworth Place, by 
Winkworth, 26 ff, Sept. 1933, lot 577, illustrated as 
Wissing. 

15. The crucial source for disentangling the 
Vcrelst family is the obituary notice of Harry 
Verelst, Governor of Bengal, in the Gentlemans 
Magazine, 1785,11,920. 

16. For a list of sources for Gouge see C. H. Collins 
Baker and M. I. Baker, Life of the Duke of Chandos 
(1949), n. 

17. Oxford Historical Society, Collectanea, u 
(1890). 403 ff. 

18. The Wentworth Papers, ed. J. J. Cartwright 
(1883), 213 and 279. 

19. Lord Egmont’s Diary (sec note ii), iii, 275. 


CHAPTER 9 

1. Published by Mrs Finbcrg in Burl. Mag,, lxxxi p. 104 
(Aug. 1942), 201 ff. 

2. Walpole Society, xvi, 49. 

3. Ibid., XXI, 34. p. 105 

4. Reproduced in John Stcegman, The Artist and 
the Country House (1949), plate 2. 

5. Sir Osbert Sitwell, Burl. Mag., lxxx (Apr. p. 106 
1942), 88. 

6. Reproduced in J. Stcegman, op. cit., plates 22 P* 107 
and 23: one of the views of ‘Chiswick Villa* is 

plate 12, and there is a good selection of topo¬ 
graphers* views of country-houses. 

7. P. C. Manuk sale, 17 Dec. 1948, lot 76. 

8. Mrs Finbcrg in Walpole Society, ix and x. P* 108 

9. The best short factual account of Scott is in P- 109 
Mrs Finberg’s article, Burl. Mag., lxxxi (Aug. 

1942), 201 ff. 

10. James Norie, privately printed, Edinburgh 
1890, for a Wchrschmidt-Noric marriage. 

11. F. Saxl in Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld 
Institutes, vi (1943), 214 ff; and H. S. Rogers in 
Oxoniensia, viii and ix (1943/4), 154 ff 

12. Ralph Edwards in Apollo, Feb. 1936, 79 ff. p. 110 

13. Colonel M. H. Grant, The Old English Land¬ 
scape Painters, ill (1947), 7- 

CHAPTER 10 

1. J. Northcotc, Supplement to the Memoirs of... p. in 
Sir Joshua ReytioUs (1815), xvii. 

2. 1 have stolen this apt quotation from T. S. R. p. na 
Boase*s article in the Journal of the Warburg and 
Courtauld Institutes, x (1947), 91 ■ 

2 a. Sec E. K. Waterhouse, ‘English Painting and p. 113 
France in the Eighteenth Century*, Journal of the 
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, xv (1952), 122 ff 

3. T. Atkinson, A Conference between a Painter and 
an Engrauer (1736), quoted by T. S. R. Boase, op. cit. 

88-9." 

CHAPTER II 

1. By far the best account of Hogarth*s artistic p. n 8 
character, which is bound up witli his private 
character, is in A. P. Oppc*s introduction to The 
Drawings of William Hogarth (1948). The bulk of 
Hogarth’s paintings is illustrated and catalogued in 

R. B. Beckett. Hogarth (1949). For biographied 
material die 1907 edition of Austin Dobson’s 
William Hogarth is still the best source. 

2. Dr Antal’s valuable essay, ‘Hogardi and his p, 121 
Borrowings’, in The Art Bulletin, xxix (1947). 

36 ff, has suggested several of my remarks in this 
connexion. 
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p. 12 .S 


p. 126 


p. 127 


p. 128 


p. 130 


P. I3I 


CHAPTHR 12 

1. H. FinlxTg in Times Literary Supplement (24 
Dec. 1954), 837. 

2. No. 2034 at tlic National Portrait Gallery, 
which is signed ‘V.p./i7i2* and assigned to Vander- 
bank, is more probably by John Vcrclst. 

3. For tlic later popularity of this mode, which 
was taken up by the drapery painter Van Aken (who 
was also employed by Vanderbank), seej. Stcegmann 
in The Connoisseur (June 1936), 309 fF. 

4. I’hc paintings were in the Hcldmaim sale at 
Worton Court, Islcwortli, 13 Mar. 1939. A number 
of quite different drawings also exist. 

5. J. W. Goodison in Burl. Mag.y Lxxii (Sept. 
1938), 125. 

6. The main source for Highmore’s biography is 
the obituary notice in the Gentlemans Magazine 
(1780, pt. i), 176-9. 

7. Gravclot tried his hand at painting too, but his 
one certain ‘Conversation Piece’ (sec Gazette des 
Beaux ArtSy Feb. 1932), in which Liotard and Hay- 
man seem to have collaborated, the ‘Augustus 
Hervey saying farewell to his Wife* 1750, at Ick- 
worth, has nothing of the elegance of Highmore or 
Hogarth. 

8. Burl. Mag.y xci (May 1949), 128 ff. 

9. Our present information about Dandridgc, 
and a prcHininary list of his works, is given in C. H. 
Collins Baker, Burl. Mag.y lxxii (Mar. 1938), 132 ff. 

10. The attribution and dating are Collins Baker’s, 
op. cit.y but the circumstantial evidence is convincing. 
An additional fact is that Robert Price was bom in 

1717. 

11. Gladys Scott Thomson, Letters of a Grand-- 
mother (1943), 136. 

12. Lady Elizabeth Cust, Records of the Gust Family, 
Second Scries (1909), 247, 250, 260, and 261. 

13. All twenty-three arc reproduced either in (Sir) 
Lionel Cust, History of the Society of Dilettanti (1898), 
or in Sir Cecil Harcourt Smith, The Society of Dilet¬ 
tanti (1932). 

CHAPTER 13 

1. The traditional account of Mcrcier and his 
relation to Watteau, which I believe to be altogether 
unfounded, is given in E. Dacier and A. Vuaflart, 
Jean de JulUenne et Ics graveurs de Watteau au XVlll* 
sikkyi (1929), 100 ff.; andR. Rcy, QuelquesSatellites 
de Watteau, Paris (1931). Sec also P. Weschcr in 
The Art Quarterly, xiv (1951), 179 ff. 

2. Reproduced in the Catalogue of the Arts Council 
Exhibition of English Conversation Pieces of the 
Eighteenth Century, 1946, exhibit 6. The picture. 


which was in thej. Pierpont Morgan sale, 31 March 
1944, has wrongly been called ‘A party on the terrace 
of Shotover House’, which it in no way resembles. 

It docs, however, come from Shotover House, 
where it had descended from the Schutz family, and 
is first recorded in the sale at the house by Fare- 
brother, Clark, and Lye, 26 Oct. 1855, lot 663. 

3. It is signed but not dated, but must have been 
painted between Lord 1 yrcoimcl’s being made K.B. 
in 1725 and the death of William Brownlow in 1726 
(see Lady Elizabeth Cust, Records of the Cust Family, 

Second Scries 1909, 191-2). 

4. Ralph Edwards in Burl. Mag., xc (Nov. 1948), 

308 ff. 

5. For a list of the Merciers at Upton see Baker’s 
History of Northamptonshire (1822/30), i, 226. The 
most remarkable was a large convivial group men¬ 
tioned in Dallaway’s notes to Walpole (ed. Wornum, 

II, 319 note i): this is now in the Beaverbrook Art 
Gallery, Fredericton, N.B. Sec Journal of Warburg 
and Courtauld Institutes, xv (1952). 

6. The list is accessibly published in J. T, Smith’s p. 
Nollekens and his times (1920 edn, ed. W. Whitten), 

II, 41 note. 

7. Mrs Finbcrg in Walpole Society, vi, 51 ff. p. 

8. The painters who appear in the group are Dahl, 

Hysing, Hamilton himself, Wootton, Kent, and 
Goupy, and there are the engravers George Vertue 
and Baron, Rysbrack the sculptor, and Gibbs the 
architect. 

9. Sydney H. Pavicre, ‘The Devis Family of 
Painters* in Walpole Society, xxv, 115 ff. T’his has 
been expanded in Mr Pavicre’s monograph on 
Arthur Devis, 1950. 

10. Journal of tlu: Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, p 

X (1947). 91. 

11. E. Edwards, Anecdotes of Painters ... (i 808). 51. 

12. For what is known of the Vauxhall paintings 
see Prof. L. Gowing’s study in the Burlington Maga¬ 
zine, xcv (Jan. 1953), 4 ff. 

12a. SceH. A. Hammelmann, T/;eB(U»^’C{)//crt()r p. i if. 
(1953), ii 6 ff. 

13. Now in the Tate Gallery. The only earlier 
Shakespearian pictures arc two of Hogarth’s less 
characteristic paintings of c. 1730. 

14. A description of Vauxhall in 1760, with alist of 
the paintings, is conveniently reprinted in Leslie and 
Taylor’s Li/e and Times of SirJoshua Reynolds (1865), 

I, 327 ff. Prof. Gowing has made a full study of the 
Vauxhall paintings in the Burlington Magazine, 
xcv (Jan. 1953), 4ff 

15. W. T. Wliitley, Artists and their Friends in Eng¬ 
land 1700-gg, I, 219. 
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NOTES 


p. 138 


p. 139 


p. 140 


p. HI 


p. 143 


P- 154 


p. 156 


P- 157 


p. 162 


p. 163 
p. 164 


CHAPTER 14 

j. British Art Exhibition, R.A. 1934, Memorial 
Catalogue No. 75 and plate xxiii. 

2. Published in Journal of the Courtauld and War-- 
burg Institutes^ x (i947)» 92. 

3. Indistinguishable (almost) from Hudson’s por¬ 
traits arc half a dozen at Sandon which arc docu¬ 
mented by a bill as being by James Crank, 1745. 

4. Quoted from Sir Janies Caw’s essay on 
Ramsay in Walpole Society, xxv, 79. 

4a. See E. K. Waterhouse, Arte Loinbarday iii 
(1958), lOI ff* 

5. For a preliminary census of Batoni’s portraits 
of English sitters see John Stcegman in Burl. Mag., 
Lxxxvin (Mar. 1946), 55 ff. 

6. A long letter of j 766 to tlie Duke of Portland 
explaining Ramsay’s position as official portraitist, 
in spite of Shacklcton’s right of office, is published 
in R. W. Colliding and C. K. Adams, Catalogue of 
the Duke (f Portland's Pictures (1936), 470-1. 


and 1 am inclined to think that the pictures at 
Cardiff and in Mrs Butler’s possession arc post- 
Italian variants. 

5. Brinsley Ford, *R. Wilson in Rome’ in Burl. 

Mag., xcii (May 1951), 157 ff. 

a. Published by Brinsley Ford in Burl. Mag., xc p. 165 
(Dec. 194S), 337 ff Mr Ford’s book on Wibon’s 
drawings has elucidated further Wilson’s manner of 
approach to his compositions. 

7. W. G. Constable, Richard Wilson (1953). P- ^^7 
7a. Jones’s Italian Journal is printed in Walpole 

Society, xxxii (1951). 

8. See his ‘View of a Cheek House at Weston’ p* 
(Society of Artists, 1772) illustrated in Country Life, 

26 Apr. 1946, p. 760. Both in the Morland sale in 
1863 and in Lord Hillingdon’s sale in 1939 this 
passed as a classical scene by Wilson. 

9. Bernard Smith in Journal of the Warlturg and 
Courtauld Institutes, xiii (1950), 73. 

CHAPTER I 8 


CHAPTER 16 

T. First published by C. If. Collins Baker in 
Gainsborough and Reynolds (Pasadena, 1936)-a 
small pamphlet in the ‘Enjoy your Museum’ series. 

2. Thomas Patch (1725-S2), who lived mainly 
in Italy, carried on this tradition of caricature groups 
of travelling Englishmen: see F. J. B. Watson in 
Walpole Society, xxvii (1939/40), 15 ff'. 

3. Quoted from Sir James Caw in Walpole 
Society, xxv, 59. 

4. W. T. Whitley, Artists and their Vriends..., i, 
167. 

CHAPTER 17 

1. Quoted in W. T. Whitley, Artists and their 
Friends..., 380. 

2. Thomas Wright, in his Life of Wilson, 1824 
(and others since), has talked a great deal of nonsense 
about de Momper and his influence on Wilson. It is 
likely that Wilson’s idea of‘Momper’ was formed 
by two pictures acquired under that name by his 
early patron, Lord Dartmouth, which seem to be 
Neapolitan works of the seventeenth century. 

2a. For Zuccarclli in England, see Michael Levey, 
Italian Studies (1959). 

3. T. Wright, op. cit. 72. 

4. J. S. Miiller published an engraving in 1747 of 
‘Dover’ after Wilson. A small picture belonging to 
Sir Alec Martin (in the style of the Foundling 
Hospital roundels) may well be the original for this, 


T. Lavinia, Countess Spencer, to her husband, p. 170 
24 May 1787 (Althorp MSS.). 

2. Letter to Lord Hardwicke of 2 t July 1763 p. 171 
(Whitley, 41). 

3. A preliminary check list of Gainsborough’s p. 172 
portraits is in Walpole Society, xxxin. For a full 
catalogue see my Gainsborough (1958). 

4. Sec Whitley, 298-9. P- ^73 

5. Both pictures have identical Christie stencils P- ^74 
on the back, but the sitters still elude identification. 

6. Gladys Scott Thomson in Burl. Mag., xcii 
(July 1950), 201 f 

7. Last in Anon, .sale, 13 Mar. 1936, lot 52, It was p- i 75 
at one time in Sir Cuthbert Quilter’s collection and 
wrongly called a portrait of‘Philip Thicknessc’. 

8. Thraliana, cd. K. C. Balderston (1942), n, P- *79 
1082 n. The picture may be the one now .it Bowood, 

but the identification is far from certain. 

9. Sec my article (with a full catalogue of the p. 180 
‘fancy pictures’) in Burl. Mag., lxxxvfii (June 1946), 

134 AT. 

10. W. Roberts, Sir William Beecliey, 22. 


CHAPTER 19 

1. A portrait of ‘George Gostling’ in Lady p. 183 
Roundway sale, Sotheby’s, 2 Oct. 1946, lot 122. 

2. Niw belonging to J. Maher in Ireland. First 
published, with a full commentary, by A. N. L. 

Munby in The Connoisseur, l.^cc. 1947, 82 ff'. 
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NOTES 


p. i8s 3-1 take the dates from the fullest published 
source, The Dictionary of American Bioj^raphy. 
Another ‘R. Pine', called by Vertue ‘young Pine*, 
was signing amateurish crayon portraits as early as 
1742. Most sources confuse two painters or give 
Robert Edge Pine’s dates as 1742-90. 

CHAPTER 20 

p. 188 I. Correspondence at Althorp over the purchase 
from Hamilton of the two large Guercinos and two 
Salvator Rosas for Spencer House. See my ‘The 
British Contribution to the neo-classical Style in 
Painting’, British Academy, xi (1954), 57 ff. 

2. Anonymous writer in T/ieBee.xvi, Edinburgh 
(10July 1793). 3. 

p. 189 3. There are conflicting accounts of Barry’s 

‘Death of Wolfe’. Edward Edwards says the figures 
were in the nude, but a contemporary newspaper 
account mentions a naval officer, a midshipman, 
and two Grenadiers - which seems to imply uni¬ 
forms. It is now in the New Brunswick Museum; 
see D. Irwin, Art Bulletin (Dec. 1959), 330 ff. 
p. 191 4- A suggestive list of subjects treated by Gavm 

Hamilton, West, and Barry, with their dates and the 
dates of their French imitations, is in J. Loequin, La 
Peinture d'histoire en France de 1747 d 1783, p. 157, 
note 9. 

5. The first version, painted in 1770, is now at 
Ottawa. The later repetition at Kensington Palace 
shows no appreciable variation, 
p. 192 6. C. Mitchell in Journal of the Warburg and 

Courtatild Institutes, vii (1944), 20 ff. 
p. 196 7. Best known from Pether’s mezzotint. The 

original was in the Hcldmann sale at Worton Court, 
Isleworth, 13 Mar. 1939, lot 297. 

8. Last in Anon, sale, Sotheby’s, 15 May 1946, 
lot 59. For the criticism see The Ear IVig (1781), 10. 

CHAPTER 21 

p. 197 I. F. D. Klingendcr, Art and the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion (1947), 46. Klingendcr’s is the first book to give 
a serious appreciation of Wright’s importance, and 
I have drawn several ideas from it. 
p. 199 2. What appeared to be the original, much 

darkened, appeared in Miss Heath Stubbs* sale, 
Sotheby’s, 17 Dec. 1947, lot 105. There is a smaU 
copy in the Derby Gallery. 

p. 200 3. Duchess of Sermoneta, The Locks of Norhury 

(1940), 45. 

3a. A ‘Death of Orpheus’ has reappeared in Lord 
Helper’s collection, and two large Roman Histories 
arc at Radbournc. 


4. Reproduced in Sachevercll Sitwell, Conversa¬ 
tion Pieces (1936), figure 103. 

5. Diary, 1,185, under date t6 Jan. 1797. p. 202 

6. John Brown (1752-87) unfortunately can p. 203 
hardly be included in a history of painting, since he 
made only drawings and abandoned any idea of 
excelling in painting. He studied in Italy 1771 to 
about 1781, and perfected a style of portrait drawing 
which looks backward to Giles Hussey and forward 

to Ingres. He also was friendly with Fuseli’s circle in 
Rome and did a few fantastic drawings in that style. 

His most remarkable works are the portrait draw¬ 
ings of the founder-members of the Scottish Society 
of Antiquaries, now in the Scottish National Portrait 
Gallery. A brief contemporary account of him is 
given in The Bee, xv, Edinburgh (8 May 1793), 27 AT. 

CHAPTER 22 

1. Most of the Seymours at Ammerdown arc p. 206 
reproduced in Country Life, 26 Jan. 1929,126 tf. 

2. Memoir of Georfre Stubbs, printed for Joseph p. 207 
Mayer, Liverpool (1879), 11. This is one of the few 
sources of information about Stubbs’s beginnings. 

A full view of Stubbs will only be possible when the 
book on him in preparation by Mr Basil Taylor is 
published. 

3. The few facts known about Boultbcc arc pub- p. 210 
lished by W. Shaw Sparrow in The Connoisseur, 

Mar. 1933, 148 ff. 

CHAPTER 24 

1. Reproduced in Journal of the Warbur(i and p. 217 
Courtauld Institutes, x (1947), Plate 25A. 

2. For what is known or surmised about Henry p. 220 
Morland sec Martin Davies’ National Gallery 
Catalogue, The British School, sub voce. 

CHAPTER 25 

1. Quoted from W. T. Whitley, Gainsborough, p 226 
358. 

2. The earlier literature on Sandby has been 
substantially corrected in A. P. Oppe, Sandby Draw¬ 
ings at Wittdsor Castle (1947); and by articles by A. P. 

Oppe in Burl. Mag., Lxxxvni (June 1946), 143 ff.; 
and by E. H. Ramsden in Burl. Mag,, lxxxix (Jan. 

1947). IS ff. 

3. Reproduced in Laurence Binyon, English p. 227 
Watercolours (i933)» 68. This book forms the best 
short general introduction to the whole subject. A 

full account of many minor tTaftsmen has been 
published by lolo Williams (1952). 
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BIBLIOGRAPHY 

(Articles in periodicals are mentioned in the notes to the text) 


BIBLIOGRAPHIES 

There is no standard Bibliography of British Art. A be¬ 
ginning was made by the Courtauld Institute with an 
annual Bibliography of the History of British Art of which 
four volumes have appeared which cover the literature 
for the years 1934 to 1945 (Cambridge 1936 to 1951). The 
few books with useful special bibliographies have this 
act recorded below. 

DICTIONARIES 

I'hc articles on British painters in Thicmc-Becker, Allge>~ 
tneines Lexikon der hildenden Kunstler arc usually scrappy but 
are valuable for their (often excessive) bibliographical re¬ 
ferences. Ortain articles on minor painters contain small 
items, derived from British scholars, which arc unpublished 
elsewhere. The last edition of Bryan s Dictionary of Painters 
and lingrai>ers revised by G. C. Williamson 1903/4 (and 
often republished up to 1925) contains some useful articles 
on the more flimsy painters of the eighteenth century in 
whom Dr Williamson specialized. The Dictionary 0/ 
National Biography has some useful articles on the earlier 
painters by (Sir) Lionel Cust and is worth consulting for a 
few well-informed articles on minor painters. For the few 
painters of note of American origin, or w'ho worked in the 
United States (c.g. Pine, West, and CJoplcy) the Dictionary 
of American Biography, New York, 1928 to 1936, is much 
superior to any of the others. 

Grant, Colonel Maurice Harold. A Chrottological 
History of the Old English Landscape Painters (in oil). 
I and II, London, 1926; ill, Lcigh-on-Sca, 1947 - 
Much of this has reappeared in a Dictionary, 1952. 

Long, Basil S. British Miniaturists. London, 1929- 
This is a source book of the greatest value, with a 
full bibhography. 

Redgrave, Samuel. A Dictionary of Artists of the 
English School. 2nd and revised edition, London, 
1878. 

Still the most useful quick work of reference. 

Rees, Rev. T. Hardy, Welsh Painters, Engravers, 
and Sculptors (1527-1911). Carnarvon, 1912. 

An amateurish but diligent production. 

Strickland, Walter G. A Dictionary of Irish Art¬ 
ists, 2 vols. Dublin, 1913. 

A valuable book of reference, in which the term 
Mrish* is most liberally interpreted. 


GENERAL WORKS 

There arc many popular compilations on British or English 

painting. I include only works which can he regarded as 

source material or give e vidence of a considerable degree 

of research. 

Aspects of Art in England c. tyoo-c, 18^0. B.B.C., 
Ltmdon, 1950. 

An illustrated brochure which includes certain illus¬ 
trations not readily accessible elsewhere. The talks 
illustrated were publi.shed in The Listener for 1950. 

Auerbach, Erria. Tudor Artists. London, 1954. 

Baker, C. H. Collins. I.^ly and the Stuart Portrait 
Painters, 2 vols. London, 1912. 

The pioneer work on the seventeenth century. 

Baker, C. H. Collins, and Constable, W. G. 
English Painting of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth 
Centuries. Florence and Paris, 1930. 

With a valuable bibliography. 

Baker, C. H. Collins, and James, M, R. British 
Painting. London, 1933. 

The best short history of the wliole field. 

Baker, C. H. Collins, and Baker, Muriel I. The 
Life and Circumstances of James Brydges, first Duke 
of Chandos. Oxford, 1949. 

Bin YON, Laurence. English Watercolours. London, 

1933. 

The Boydell Gallery. A reproduction on a reduced 
scale of 97 engravings from the original edition of 
1805. London, 1874. 

Buckeridge, B., in R.de Piles, The Art of Paint¬ 
ing. 3rd edition of English translation, London 
(c. 1706). 

Carey, William. Letter to I — A — Esq. Manchc.s- 
tcr, 1809. 

Cunningham, Allan. The Lives of the Most Emi¬ 
nent British Painters. Revised edition, with con¬ 
tinuations, by Mrs Heaton, 3 vols. London, 
1879/80. 

The most convenient edition to consult. 

CusT, (Sir) Lionel, and Colvin, (Sir) Sidney. 
History of the Society of Dilettanti. London, 189S 
(reprinted 1914)- 

Sec also: Hakcourt Smith under heading ‘Cata¬ 
logues*. 
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BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Gust, (Sir) Lionel. Notes on Pictures in the Royal Col¬ 
lections. London, 1911. 

Dayes, Edward. The Works of the late Edward 
Dayes. London, 1805. 

This contains biographical material on eighteenth- 
century painters. 

Edwards, Edward. Anecdotes of Painters ...*in¬ 
tended as a continuation to the Anecdotes of Paint¬ 
ing by the late Horace, Earl of Orford. London, 
1808. 

Engle FIELD, W. A. D. The History of the Paintcr- 
Stainers Company of London. London, 1923. 

Farington, Joseph. The Farington Diary. Ed. 
James Greig, 8 vols. London, 1922 fF. 

A very incomplete publication. The full MS. is in 
the Royal Library at Windsor and a complete type¬ 
script can be consulted in the Print Room of the 
British Museum. 

Frey, Dagobert. EngUsches Wesen in der hildenden 
Kunst. Stuttgart, T942. 

Green, David. Blenheim. London, 1952. 

Hervey, Mary F. S. The Life, Correspondence, and 
Collections of Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel. 
Cambridge, 1921. 

[Hervey, S. H. A.]. The Diary of John Hervey, 
First Earl of Bristol, with Extracts from his Book of 
Expenses. Wells, 1894. 

Klin GENDER, Francis D. Art and the Industrial Re¬ 
volution. London, 1947. 

Lenygon, Francis. Decoration in England 1640 to 
1760. 2nd and revised edition. London, 1927. 

Manwaring, Elizabeth Wheeler. Italian Land¬ 
scape in Eighteenth-Century England. New York, 
1925 - 

Merchant, W. Moelwyn. Shakespeare and the 
Artist. Oxford, 1959. 

Milner, Edith, and Benham, Edith. Records of the 
Lumleys of Lumley Castle. London. 1904. 

The first publication of the Lumley Inventory. It is 
more accurately transcribed in the Walpole Society, 
VI, 1918. 

Nichols, John Gough. Notices of the Contemporaries 
and Successors of Holbein. London, 18A3 (reprinted 
from The Archaeologia, xxxix). 

Nichols, R. H., and Wray, F. A. The History of 
the Foundling Hospital. London, 1935. 

North, Roger. The Lives of the Norths. Augustus 
Jessopp edition, 3 vols. London, 1890. 

The matter relating to Lely is to be found only in 
Jessopp’s edition. 


Ogden, Henry V. S. and Margaret S. English Taste 
in Landscape in the Seventeenth Century. Ann 
Arbor, 1955. 

Piper, David. The English Face. London, 1957. 

Pycroft, George. Art in Devonshire, with the Bio¬ 
graphies of Artists born in that County. Exeter, 1883. 

P ye, John. Patronage of British Art. London, 1845. 

Redgrave, Richard and Samuel. A Century of 
Painters of the English School, 2 vols. London, 1866. 
Illustrated reprint, without the last chapter, 1949. 

Sainsbury, W. Noel. Original unpublished Papers 
illustrative of the Life of Sir Peter Paul Rubens &c. 
London, 1859. 

Contains documentary material on the patronage of 
artists by Charles I. 

Saxl, Fritz, and Wittkower, Rudolf. British 
Art and the Mediterranean. Oxford (and Warburg 
Institute), 1948. 

Shaw Sparrow, Walter. British Sporting Painters. 
London, 1922. 

Shaw Sparrow, Walter. A Book of Sporting Paint¬ 
ers. London, 1931. 

Has an index-dictionary at the end. 

Sitwell, Sacheverell. Conversation Pieces. London, 
1936. 

Sitwell, Sacheverell. Narrative Pictures. London, 

1937- 

Uscful collections of plates with many sensitive ob¬ 
servations but no pretensions to research. 

Smith, John Thomas. NoUekens and his Times. 2nd 
edition 1829. Annotated edition, cd. Wilfred 
Whitten. London, 1920. 

Whittcn*s edition is the most convenient for con¬ 
sultation. 

Smith, John Thomas. A Book for a Rainy Day. ist 
edition 1845. Annotated edition, ed. Wilfred 
Whitten. London, 1905. 

Steegman, John. The Artist and the Country House. 
London, 1949. 

Thompson, Francis. A History of Chats worth. Lon¬ 
don, 1949. 

Tinker, Chauncey Brewster. Painter and Poet. Har¬ 
vard, 1938. 

Vertue, George. MS. notes. Published by the Wal¬ 
pole Society, xvni (Vertue I), 1930. xx (Vertue 
n), 1932. XXII (Vertue in), 1934. xxiv (Vertue 
iv), 1936. xxvi (Vertue v), 1938. xxix (Index to 
Vertue i to v), 1947. xxx (Vertue vi), 1955. 
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W A IP OLE, Hon. Horace (Earl of Orford). Anec¬ 
dotes of Painting in England. 4 vols. 1765 to 1771. 
Another edition (including Dalloway’s notes) cd. 
Ralph N.Womuni, 3 vols. London, 1876. Vol. v. 
cd. F. W. Hilles and P. D. Daghlian. Yale, 1937. 
The Wornum edition is most convenient for con¬ 
sultation. Volume V consists of Walpole’s own col¬ 
lection of contemporary extracts for the years 1760 
to 1795 - 

W HI NNEY, Margaret, and Mii,laR,O liver. 

Art 162f)-! 714. Oxford, 1957. 

Whitley, William T. Artists and their Friends in 
England, 1700 to J7gg. 2 vols. London, 1928. 

The MS. collections on which these were based arc 
now in the print room of the British Museum. 

Williamson, G. C. English Conversation Pieces. 
London, 1931. 

A collection of plates, with very careless notes. 

W ooD, Sir Henry Trueman. A History of the Royal 
Society of Arts. London, 1913. 

W o o D w A R D, John. Tudor and Stuart Drawings. Lon¬ 
don, 1951. 

CATALOGUES 

Only such catalogues as have especial value as works of 
reference for the study of British painting are listed here: a 
few others will be found listed under the Bibliography of 
individual painters. 

Adams, C. K. A Catalogue of the Pictures in the Gar- 
rich Club. London, 1936. 

Baker, C. H. Collins. Catalogue of British Paint¬ 
ings in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art 
Gallery. San Marino, California, 19.36. 

Catalogue of an Exhibition of Late Elizabethan Art. 
Burlington Fine Arts Club. London, 1926. 

Commemorative Catalogue of the Exhibition of British 
Art, R.A. 1934. Oxford, 1935- 
Cost, (Sir) Lionel. E.\hibition illustrative of Early 
English Portraiture. Burlington Fine Arts Club, 

1909. Illustrated catalogue. 

CusT, (Sir) Lionel. Eton College Portraits. London, 

1910. 

Davies, Martin. National Gallery Catalogues: 
British School. 1946. 

D E V o N s III u E. Report and Transactions of the Detwi- 
shire Association for the Advancement of Science, 
Literature and Art, vol. xiv (1882) to xix (1887)- 
Catalogues of pictures in Dcvon.shirc collections are 
published in these repc^rts. 

DuLBEp Singh, Prince Frederick. Portraits in Nor¬ 
folk Houses, 2 vols. Norwich, 1927 - 


Fa rr hr, Rev. Edmund. Portraits in Suffolk Houses 
(IVest). London, 1908. 

‘rhe M.S. for Suffolk (East) is in the Ipswich Public 
Library. 

Fry, Frederick M. A Historical Catalogue of the Pic¬ 
tures ...at Merchant Taylors* Hall. London, 1907. 

Go uLDiNG. Richard W., and Adams, C. K. Cata¬ 
logue of Pictures belonging to His Grace the Duke of 
Portland. Cambridge, 1936. 

There is new documentary material among the bio¬ 
graphical index of artists. 

Grave.s, Algernon. The Royal Academy of Arts, 8 
vols. London, 1905/6. 

A complete dictionary of its contributors and their 
work from its foundation in 1769 to 1904. 

Graves, Algernon. The Society of Artists of Great 
Britain (1760-91): The Free Society of Artists 
(176;-17^3). London, 1907. 

A complete dictionary of contributors and their 
work. 

Graves, Algernon. A Century of Loan Exhibition. 
(161^-1912), 5 vols. London, 1913/15. 

Hailstone, Edward. Portraits of Yorkshire IVor- 
thies, 2 vols. London, 1869. 

Illustrated catalogue of selection from Leeds Ex¬ 
hibition 1868. 

Harcourt Smith, Sir Cecil. The Society of Dilet¬ 
tanti, its Regalia and Pictures. London, 1932. 

Hawkesbury, Lord, and Lawuance, Rev. 
Henry. East Riding Portraits in The Transactions oj 
the East Riding Antiquarian Society, x to xii. Hull, 
1903/4. 

National Portrait Exhibitions, South Kensington, 1866 
to 1S6S. 

Illustrated Albums to these were publi.shcd and 
many of the negatives survive in the Victoria and 
Albert Museum. 

0 *Dt)NOGHUE, Freeman, and Hake, (Sir) Henry 
M. Catalogue of Engraved British Portraits ... in the 
British Museum, 6 vols. London, 1908-25. 

O XFO R D. Illustrated catalogues of Loan Collections 
of Portraits. 1904-6, 3 vols. Oxford, 1904/6: (i) 
tho.se who died prior to 1625; (2) those who died 
between 1625 and 1714; (3) those who died be¬ 
tween 1714 anci 1837. 

With introductions by (Sir) Lionel Ciist: the por¬ 
traits arc nearly all from Oxford Collections. 

Poole, Mrs Reginald Lane. Catalogue of Portraits in 
the possession of the University, Colleges, City and 
County of O.xford, i. Oxford, 1912:11 and iii, 1925. 
Mr y. W. Goodison has published Cambritige 
Portraits, i. The University Collection. Cambridge, 

195.S. 
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Royal Academy, The first hundred years of the. Cata¬ 
logue of Exhibition, R.A. London, 1951/2. 

Royal Academy, British Portraits. Catalogue of Ex¬ 
hibition, R.A. London, i95<^>/7- 
Rubens, Alfred. Anglo^Jewish Portraits. London, 
1935 - 

Shaw, W. A. Three Inventories of Pictures in the Col¬ 
lections of Henry VIII, Edward VI. London, 1937. 

Smith, Jolm Chaloner. British Mezzotinto Portraits, 
5 vols. and portfolio of plates. London, 1878 to 
1883. 

Vertue, George. A Cataloj^ue and description of 
King Charles the First^s Capital Collection of Pic¬ 
tures &c. London, 1757. 

Vertue, George. A Catalogue of the Collection of 
Pictures &c. belonging to King James the Second &c. 
London, 1758. 

Later Royal Inventories remain unpublished. 

WORKS ON INDIVIDUAL 
ARTISTS 

Allan, David. 

T. Crouther Gordon. David Allan. Alva, 1951. 
Barry, Janies. 

Ed. Dr Fryer. The Works of James Barry, Historical 
Painter, 2 vols. London, 1809. 

Beach, Thomas. 

Elise S. Beach. Thomas Beach. London, 1934 
(Catalogue). 

Bee CHE Y, Sir William. 

W. Roberts. Sir William Beechey. London, 1907. 
Material for catalogue. 

Copley, John Singleton. 

Letters and Papers of John Singleton Copley and 
Henry Pelham. Massachusetts Historical Society 
Collections. Vol. 71, 1914. J. T. Flcxncr. 
Singleton Copley. Boston, 1948. 

Has a full bibliography. 

Cosway, Richard. 

G. C. Williamson. Richard Cosway. London, 1917. 
Dahl, Michael. 

Wilhelm Nisser. Michael Dahl and the contempo¬ 
rary Swedish School of Painting in England. Upp¬ 
sala, 1927. 

Catalogues and full bibliography for the period. 
Devis, Arthur, &c. 

Sydney H. Pavicre. The Devis Family of Painters. 
Lcigh-on-Sea, 1950. 

Catalogues. 


Dobson, William. 

Oliver Millar. Catalogue of Dobson Exhibition at 
the Tate Gallery. London, 1951* 

Downman, John. 

G. C. Williamson.yd/rff London, 1907. 

Dyck, Sir Anthony van. 

W. Hookham Carpenter. Pictorial Notices of Sir 
Anthony van Dyck. London, 1844. 

This is still the only available work in which the 
chief documents relating to Van Dyck’s work for 
the Oown arc available. 

(Sir) Lionel Cast. Anthony van Dyck. London, 
1900. 

This contains the fullest list of his English works 
(but no attempt is made at sorting originals from 
school works). 

Gustav Gliick. Van Dyck (Klassiker dcr Kimst). 
2nd edition, 1931. 

A good selection of his best English work is here 
illustrated. 

Gainsborough, Thomas. 

G. W. Fulcher. Life of Thomas Gainsborough. 
London, 1856. 
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(a) English, early sixteenth century: Menry VI. (b) English; Margaret, Countess ot Salisbury. 

Xiitiotuil Portrait Gallery, Loiulou Xariothil Pornait Gallery, Loudon 




Holbein: Sir Tlionias More. IS27. The J riel; (Collection, \-en> 'iWh 


2 





Hollx-'in: C^iiccn lane Seymour. Ktinsrliistorisclics Alnsrntn, V 'iciiua 


3 







J Jolbcin: Mcnry VIII and I Icnry VII 
(Fragment of cartoon for lost freset) at Whitehall). 1537. 
Ntitiofial Portrait CMiilIery, Lotidoti 

4 









Follower of Holbein: Henry VII!. fiW^er .4r/ (Jullcry, Liverpool 


5 




a) G. Flickc: Unknown Man. 1547. Witioiml G.illcry Scctijml (h) FolKnvcr «t Holbein: Unknown Ladv. Earl Fitzwilluvn, 

Ediiihurah MUmi }\,rk. Kortham 





(a) Unknown: Edward VI. 1550. II imi<or Cnstlv. (h) Unknown: Queen Elizabeth I as Ihineess. IS46. 

By oracious pcrmissioti oj Her Miijcsty The Qiteen irh/dyef Gr^r/e. By oriWion< perwi<siofi of Her Mdjesty I'lk' Queeu 





LJiiknowii: Young Man in Red. ! 1550. Hcmipton Court. 
By {iracious perniission of Her Majesty "^rhe C^ueeti 


8 





9 




10 


(a) Antonio Moro: Queen Mary Tudor. ISS4. ii') ITiii'i Eworth {:): Marv ']' 

Marquess of Xorthamptou, Castle Ashby^ Xortliauts Captain Sir Ihucc hioraui 





I 


(a) Hans Eworth: Lady Dacrc. Gaiicry oj (b) Han> Eworth: A Turk on Horseback. IS49- 

CiVhuiih Othiira /;’c?r/ of Yarhomiolj, Brocklcshy J\nk. IJucs 


I Ians Eworth: Sir John Luttrcll. 1550. G. K Luttrcll, Diuistcr Gastlc, Somerset 


12 
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Hans Kwortli: Lc^rcl Oarnlcy and his Brother. 1563. Jl^itulsor Oiisric. 
By j^nu'ions j)crntissiott o* Her Mujcsty I hc Queen 


13 









E^vortli: (Juccii Elizabeth I and the Goddesses. Udnipfoti ('oiirt. By p^rdcious pcrnii^.^idfi of Her .Mdjcsiy The Qud 




(a) George Gtnver: The Painter. 1579. Iiiir! f/reirf 7 //i/m, (b) C. Kecel: Youth aged if). 

Milton Pork, \ortlhwts Porlhini Pori 






(a) Unknown: Queen Elizabeth 1 . (The Cobham Portrait.) ib) J. Ciistoilis: Lady Elizabeth Brue^es. F sSy. Duke of BoJford 

Xiitioihil PortriJir Gidlcrw Lofidofi IGd^nni AHrv. Bi ds 





M. (ihocnicrt^: Sidnov and her Cdiildrcin f Lord dc L I<ii iifui Dudley, /V^’y/^f/r^7 Phia\ 






Unknown: Oucvn Elizalxtli I. • 1591. (Ilic Oitclilcy l^ortrair. 
Xiitiiyfuil Portrait Csitllcry, London 

18 








(a) M. Glicoracrts: Queen Elizabeth I. Dtiki' e/ Porriathi i*.j I. Zueeam; ()i!een Elizabeth L British Muscufu 













Unknc^wn: C’t^iintrss of'Suffolk. 

Alaroiirct^ C^oimtvss oj Sti 0 olh and Berkshire^ Rcdlynch I\irL\ Somerset 




Unknown: Anne, ("oiintcss ot Stiiinford. 

Margaret^ C'otnitess of Su[lolk' lUitJ Berkshire, kedlyneli Park, Somerset 





I. Oliver (miniature): l^icharcl, Earl of 1 .Dorset, citni Albert Museum, 

Loudon (Crown Copyrioln) 


4 








1 . Oliver (r): Hdward, Earl of Oorset, if>i 3 . 

Mtir{^iirct, Countess of Stiljolh tnui licrhsliirv, Rciilyiu ii I\irL\ Sotnerset 



(^0 Unknown! Ihc lionnic £arl of Moray. i 59 ** i-tirl of li^oroy, Diinidiooy Ciistlc, Aloroyshirc 


26 






Paul van Soincr: Qucni Anne ot IVnmark. 1617. ]\'iiiiJsor dtisiL’. 
liy oiiiiious pcrniission Her Alisjofy I he Queen 


27 








Myrcns: Tlioinas, liarl Ariindt l. ; K>iS. 
nuL’c of Norfolh. Anttnh l CJtisrlc, Sussex 


29 







I). Mytcns: George Calvert, Lt>rJ Baltimore. 1627. 
Jiarl I'irzunlliiitn, ll ooiihonsCy Yorks 

30 



1 ). Mytcns; j.inu s, Duke of I lainiltt>n. Dithc of llaniilton 

[Loini to Tidiubur^^U iiollcry) 


31 




I >. Mxtcns: C harlcs I. I'.arl lirzti’il/itifr^ IWtuu’orth \\'oo(ilioitsi\ 'S'orks 


3-i 





Van r^yck: Charles J. 1636. 

Windsor Castle, By gracious perntissiou oj Her Aiajcsty 7 'hc Qtieen 

3 3 




34 


(a) ConielisJ(^linsv.>n: Lady ot KineMiiill tamilv. (H' Cioniclis Ldin^on: Susaniia Tempi 

Hoi}. Clive PcarsojK Ptuluun Pork, Porfiit-riv iriih Mt\s<rs I 7(\'7r.N 





a) Ct>nK'lis Jolmson: Sir Rc'bcrt Dormer. 1642. (li) Cieorge [amesone: The Youiiir Moinrost'. 1629. 

7 ’ r,^rtn'JLJ),yrnu t\ Rouslttiui. Oxofi Iu'jI of Somih'ik, Kiiuhiird Cih'tlc. Kificordiiu 





•«« 



36 


John SoLich: Sir Thomas Aston at Death \k\\ ot'his larst Wife. s. City Art Gitllcrv. MiUiriir<. 




37 


David dcs Gran-vs: The Saltomtall Fannly. iC.r. Sir Kanurh CluL S.durocd Gw/c. Kan 






(a) V\iii I)vtk: C'liarlcs I in T’hrci* l^ositums. f f CWisr/i'. 

liy i^tiii ious j>i‘rniissiofi i>/ I h r .\Iiij< siy I 'lu ()ni\'n 





(li) Van Dyck; Tlunnas Killi^rcw and Thomas C'arcw. ir)^S. W'iudsor 
elastic. By yirncions pcrntissioti oj I Icr A^ajesty J 'hr C^ncrti 










40 


/an nvck: Mardiiiincss ot HcrttorJ. Duke yi Wu-thunihcrhukL (b) Van Owk: Lady Castlchavcn. 

Houh [C.opyriclit Coiuitry Life) liurl of l^ uihrokc auJ ^^ouh:lom^’yy, Wlltyui. JLilts 












43 


Einmaiiuc’l ( =) dc Critz: John Tracloscaiu and Zythcpsa. A<l!fn<^h\ui Mnst'Hm, Oxfoni 



44 


) H. Stone: Thomas. Lord Leigh. 1649. LorJ Lci^li, (h) E. (:) de Critic: John Tradescanr, Jr. AshniohiVi Museum, 

Stonelei^Ii Abhey, IWnwickshirc Oxford 





>bson: Prince Rupert. CiiK.>iiel William Murray, and Cobniel john Russell. Lord Safulys, Oinkr 





W. Dobson: C'hark-s II as Ik-iiuv i>f WuK-s. Siottisli Wiiiontil Porrrair Cjtillcry, luiitihiiroh 



W. I)t>hsi»n: F.ndviiiion Portvr, XiUioihil Giillcry, LoiuU 


47 




W. Dobson: I^obson, Sir C. Cottcrcll, and Sir li. Gcrbicr. Duke oj XertlutuihcrliVni, Alhtry ((A'pyrieht ('eu}!try Life) 



49 


R. Walker: Colonel jc^hn Hutchinson and hi> Son. (lO R. Walker: Mrs lintchinMMi and her l^anduer. 

Uiirl I'itztrillidW, Miltoft l\jrh, \onhnfn< luitl I'nzirilliiiiu, I\irL \err/?a??K 


(a) Van r)\\. 


*ainti*r. DnL'c IW'snninsicr's I’nisiccs 



50 







Van Dyck (:): l irst Lt>rtl Dc'iibi^h. Witioiitil Cjdllcryy LonJoti 





(a) Isaac Fuller: The Poet Cleveland. 1644.. (b) Isaac Fuller: The Painter. BodlciiHi Lih\iry. 

Tiitc Gill!cry, Louilcn Oxiord 



(a) I.cly: Sir William ILwi llouy.c, Simry (li) I.cly; 1 adv lX’rillL^ i6s[. Ih 

{Cyown Copyrii^ht) l\irlhmi I\nl\ Suy<i 




(a) l.c’ly: C.li.irlcs I aiul J.imcs, l^iikc t>t Yoik. i().\7. of Wnriimnlu'i Idinl, 

S)\'>n J( 'ouufry Lift ) 



54 









L.l1\. F.iiniU i>f (.lurlt's I^(.>rnicr, h<irl nf ( .:\rnarvt>n. N/V Jolui CViVt'. Hr 




) Lely: Admiral Sir jeromy Smith. : ir,66 7. („) Lclv: l-raiids .Merctirv v.m Hclmom i^r 

S.UMhil M.nitiim- Mnsaim. Gnriiwich \\„w,mI Galliry. LonJon 




(A.I Lely: Lady Barbara Luzroy. (h) l..cly: Lliz.ilx-rh. (j.miucs> ot tlnimberlaiuL hhuuptoii Court. 

Cury .-Irr Cullcry, )ork By i\ri}!i:<ion of Her Mdicsty 'I'l<c Qiicai 




CJ. St^cst: Lt^rcl B;ilrinu>rc. litioch PriHi 
l^ihi\ny, liiihimon 


60 




Le ly: I'hc I’)iicr. 16S4. LonI Didvcnoiu Biiis/ord Park, Glos. 


61 





(a) C;. Si'cst: John. ScciMui M.iruiR'^s ot'Twcotld.ilo. (j,) (; Socsf Unkt 

.\L!rtm's.< i'J 1 ici'i'i/iiij/V. Vt'.'VtT //('lot', Miillahiiin i omav' ,i! ft- ■, 



. fliiysinans: Children ot john Coke Melbtnirnc. MiV\jUi<s of Loihidii, Mclhourfic ILiii Did) 




I luysinans: Qucvn Catlicriiu' of HiMiran/a. UliuJsor Castle, 
liy i^ViKions pt rniissioti of Her Maicsly I'lie Queen 


64 






66 


(a) Michael Wright: Mrs Chiypc^lc. i6sS. (lij Michael Wright: Third Lord Arundell of Wardoiir (;). 

XiUioiuil Portrait Galk’rv. London Ji\mionr Castle 



^>7 


Michael Writrht; Sir Robert VVner and Fainilv. 1673 . ^ Srudlcy Royni yorh< {Copyri 




Michael Wright: A Highland Chief. Scottish Satiofitil Portrait Gallery, lulitihuroli 


68 





70 




71 


(n) W. "Wissing: Miss Elizabeth Browiilow. (i't 




R. Streeter: l^oscv.)bel Mi'>nsc‘. ('Ii'>nrr Rv Inif.- n,mt/..; w //. 




J. Sibcrcchts: N'ottin^rli^nii .iiul rhc Trcin. I.-.vJ Middleton. Bird^oll House, 'i'orhs 



74 


Barlow: Owl Mocked by Small Birds. Ikm lloihx, Siincy {Cnnvii G^pyrh’ht) 



(a) J. Scougall; Sirjdlin Clerk, Bt. 1674. Sir phii Clerk Br, (b) J. Scmigall; Ladv Clerk. 1674. Sir jelm Clah. Br, 

Peiiiaiik House. Mhlloiluan " Paiiaiik House. Miilothkn 








) Vcrrio: C'cilins^ ot llic Kinii.\ r)iiini^ Room. ILvuptcn (Joiin, C_\^pyriplir 11.M.M.i ),ll 
















[. Rousseau: r>ecorativL- laiiidsf ape from Montagu 
JJnhc of Ihirclciidi and (^n(’cnshcrry 


7 « 



|. Amii;oiii: Mercury .mJ Aijiins. i\irk\ Inerts 


79 



Windsor (JiistJc. 


[. Kilcy: Bridget Holmes. i6S6. 

liy [^tiicious iH-rmissioii of Her Alajcsty I’lic Queen 


So 








Kiicllcr: JaiiK’s, J.^iikc ('>1; Mt)iiiiic>iith. Dul^c of Riclitnoti(l luui Cjordou, 

Cjoodtoood, Susscx 


83 




Kncllcr: Diiclicss l\>rtsnunith. 16S4. Duhc of Riclmiond luui Gordoti, 

Cjoodit^ood, Sussex 

«3 




84 


(a) KiK-llcr: l>hi!ip. ^rl of Lciccsrcr. 16.s<. ,/, /;/,/, ,,,/ iiP, k, idler: Sir Charles Cotterell. ir.S, T ('cmc!i-nn,u 

DuMcyJWmtm Phur. Kan R,uAm,. ()yo„' ' ' ' ' 




(a) Knollcr: J.K'nb Toummi. 1717. (Kitcar series.) (h) Kneiler: sir Saniuel Ciarth. (Kite. 

Xational Portmit Giillery. Loudon Wnional Portroir Gnilcry. Lofuh 






(a) Riley: Duke LcUklcrJale, Duke of W'niiiunl'iruuhi, Sye}i IIou^: (m'i Dali!; AJiiiiral Sir C. 1 tuKlc''ky Sluv 

(Copyrirht C^ouuny Lift'] Wuienu! Museum, (ircruunr 





(a) ”f. Hill: Mi>N Siisann.i Straiu^wMvs. luir! oj lichc.'Ur. (r.i KiiHIcr: DuHicss of Marlhoroii^li aiul l.aJv 1 ir/liardim^o. 

Mclhury, Soimrsct ]<y)\. Diikc Mvihrou^h, Bla'Jnim I\]uIlc 



[. Clostt rman: Alexander Stanhope. 169.S. liiirl Sranhopr, (^hcrctiin^i, Kent 


SS 








90 



(a) Williaiu Aiknian: Tlic I'aintcr. Sumish Wnhiui /Vrfnn'f Ciiikry. (h) C. Icrvas: I.Miatliaii Swift. .Wnuwdi IWuait Calli 





R. Cirirt'icr: A Rcixatr.i on rho rli.nnc^. i”4>^. Dukv Buccli uch ond (^ucctishcny 





Samuel Seott: Tlic Tower ot LouJon. 








(h) Samuel Scott: An Arch of Wcsiiiiinstcr Hriclgc. Biiroiu’ss Luais iiiul Diiiojciill, 

! I ’oodytites Miiuor^ \ f 7//.s* 


95 





Gconzc Lcinibcrt: View Westeoinbe House, lujrl of Pcnil'rokv and Mojiioonici 




97 


Jiogarth: The Wollastoii Family. 1-30. //. ('. \\\->IL}<rou [!ihin 10 Leicotcr Art Galliry) 



Hogarth: The Ik'Li^ar’s CTp 




99 


Hc'garrh: The Indian Enipen>r. 1731--. /:>/e/ Ilihcsrcr. Loml^ 



J. Vandcrbaiik: Qikvii CkiroliiK*. 1736. ])uhc of Richmoud (uui Gordon, Goodwood, Sussex 


100 




lOI 




Hogartli: Marriage a la Mode II. Early in the Morning. Xatioml Giillcry, Lonclou 







Hiig.irth: O rlic Rtust Ik-ct Old Etisiland! i~4.'s -(;. l\i!i 







lOS 


Iloizarrh: Moi^arth's Servants. Wniotud Gdlkry, LomLm 







107 


lliirliniorc: Mu Oldham and his Friend^. I'iHc (.niUcry, Livido> 



I Samuel Rieli.irilson. lyso. Witioiitil Porlrait Chillcry, Lomioti 


lOS 







I lO 


H. natKlriJi^c: The Priee Faniilv. McirovoiitiV} Musnifii. 





111 


15. Dll i\ui: Children ot hrcdcrick. Prince (d Wales. [r/?/</>'er Cw/e. By eruv/ei/.v of Jhr Tih- Qnccfi 






(h) M. LarcH>n: A Parry. Duhc of Biicclcucfi utid Qinctishrny 







Hudson: Sir lohn and Ladv Pole. rys.S- Sir John Carcir Poli\ lit, Antony House, Devon 


113 




(a) J. Smibcrt: Sir Francis Grant, L(ird Cullen. fb) Mcrcicr: Frederick, I^rince of'W, 

Scottish Wniojhi! Pomai! Gdilcry, pAihihuroh Witiofhil Portrait Galicrv. I 






Merrier: Viseounr Tvrconnel anJ his Familv. 








liavinan: Dance ot the Milkimuas ou Mav Dav. I Iciorui ijiid Alkn Mu^'idu, Lothiof. 




\ navluan: The WrestliiiLi Scene trcmi ‘A> You like It’. Luc GiiUcry. Lcfuloii 












(a) Ramsav: Saimicl T<irrian<>. I-uii ;’/ I !dihti}ioto}!. '.'V'' I..t Roberts. i"47. M.irirjiic Muscuni, 

MclicrsJiiifK Bitii'iLhInri Cnnnrhl; 





3 


(a) Ramsay: The Painter's Wife. WuioimI ijdUay a/ SiviUml. lUiiihuroh nt) ReynoKIs. Mrs r-raneis Beekt.n'd. 







Knnisnv: Norman Matl-cotl, C.-liifl of MacLeod. 174M. 
Mrs MacLeod of MacLeod, Diiiiveoaii CJasfle, Shye 


124 






Rcyiu)lds: CoiirnKuliMc KcppcI. 17S3. Xutiofhil Murifimc Musnini, Grcniwich 





Il.imsav; I K \v nalryniplc, Loul I)riinmii)rc. I7S-|. 
Ldily Broil}! I.iiulsiiy, C 'olstoiin, luist Lorhitiii 


126 





Reynolds: |t>sliua Sharpe. 17S0. I'iscounl Cowiiriiy, dou’tlniy, Sussex 


127 





128 


(a) Richard Wilson: Admiral Smith. Xiiriofui! Miiritimc Muycuni. (r>; Reynolds: Children with Cabbage Net. 

(jnruu'id) LorJ i'liriiicdofL Huycot Park, Berks 





Reynold': CTiirnck between I'raixcdv and Cloniedv. l.oiil Rer, 


RcyiU)lds: jaincs, Earl of Laiidcrtlailc. 17.S9. lunl oj Liiiidcrdalc, 
'rhirlcstiinc Ciisrli\ Hcrwickshirc 


730 




Reynolds: Lady Sarah Hiinhury. 176s. Art Institute, C^hiuioo 


•31 



CiciMiciaii.i, C'ouiitcss S|H'iut'r ami iu-r DaiiL^lucr. <. I7f>i. 
lull I Sfu iu-ci\ AlihorjK Xotilhinfs 






Kcvtiolils: I Ik- M.irlliorouiili 1 -aniily. 177X. c;/ 

Blenheim Bnhue 


33 


: 





34 


Rovnc^lds; Lord I Icathlicki. 17SS. Wnioihtl Giilirry, Lotiilon 


135 




Rcvni^lds: Gcoreiana. niu-lu'ss o\ .iiul 1 i:'Sr). 1 ru.'icry- ofdu' ( Sitilc 





Reynolds: Ocarh ot Didey (•’Si. Buckinoliiini By yr,ifioi{> pertuts. 



RcN'iioKls: Lady Worsicy. luirl of JLircirooti, Ilarcirood House, )'orhs 

13S 





Ciainsborougli: Mrs Philip Thickncssc. 1760. (Jinciiiihiri Art Musciiin 


139 





(n) R. Wilson; Et in Araidia Ejro. Uuly l-:li;r,ihcili liyny, IVrotIuwi Park, Kent 


J4O 





R. Wilson: Niobc. ronncriy Wuixthil GdUcry, Ldtidon (iiairo 





R. Wilson: Snowdon. If'ii/il’cr Art Giilhry, 



R. W'ilson: St>iith View ut Wiln^n flouse h'oni Temple C<.^pNe 




R. Wilson: A Road by a River, /air/ ofircmyss .iiul M,mil. ILnhc, luut Lo’hu 



W. M.trli)u ; A ( l.ipricdo, Sr l^aul’s ;ind a Venetian Canal. 
/ tile ('iiillcry. LoiuLm 


146 





(li) Ci.iinsborvnigh: Milkmaid and W(H>dcuricr. I 7 >S- (Honn].) 
Dithc of Be (Iford. IVohurn Ahhey, Beds 

147 



148 






I so 


r-iinshtn'i'iiizli: Mr .nul Mr 





i.iii^boriniLjh: Cniinsbi^r 



CiainshoroLij^h: Sir William St (^iiintiii. .jrh Jit. Mr- L'Xhiloiic, 
SciUnpstoii IhilL }’orL> 


1^2 











CiaiibhorouLrli: Mountain Landscape with Sheep. Duke 











GainsboR)ugh: "j 1 ic Mtirning Walk. 17X5. Wiriouiil Cxallcry, lAUnioii 


157 





(i.iiiisbordu^h: [ohann C'Jinstian FisclicT. i 7H0. Hitckiin^liani PaLuc. 
liy oriK ions pcnnissioii oj Her Mojcsiy 'I 'hc Queen 







Ciainshorough: Mrs [olin 0''»iiu;las. i”S4. Wiiioihil Irusf. 
U 'tuUrsilon Mitiioi\ limL’s 

159 




(h) M. W. Factors: Cliiltlrcii vvitJi I riiit. Roynl Acii(Jcin)\ F^otidou {Dijyhynii! CJnllcry) 


i6o 





(a) Atigclioi Kauffmann: Composition. 1779. RoytiJ AniJcniy oj Arts, Lomhn 



(b) Opic: TJic Schoolmistress. 1784. C. Loyd, IWmtu^c, Berks 

161 





(a) F. Cotes: (aayons)_Sir Ridi.ird 1 loarc. Ik. i--. ik;; y. Uiikii.nvn Ladv. i-6X. 

Shwlu’iui, U da [\anoihii lr:is!] \tuioihd Ctuiiry. L^iikL'ii 










(a) N. Hoik-: Kittv Fisher. r 76 s. Wniofhil (h) N. IXince; Hon. John Pratt and his Sisn 

G.iilery. Lofidon ('.dWihr,. lljyihun Abluy, Sii\ 




(a) N. Dance: Hugh, Duke of Northumberland and his Tutor. (li) F. Wheatlev: Arthur Philip. i-Sp. 






Wriglit ot Derby: Sir Brooke Boorbby. Bdrt. 17s?, Tdtc Cjdllcry. Lothiofi 




(a) a. Kmu iinaii: David rciiirns Vicrorioiis. Sir John Clerk, Hi, 
Hruicuik House, Mi(llorln\ni 



(h) Joliii Alexander: Rape of Proserpine. 1720. 
\iitionnl Cjiillcry of Scotland^ }:cJitihiir\^li 

166 




Barry: 1 Iiigh, Puke ol North in nhcrland. Duhc of Wmhiniihi'rltimf. 
Syon I Joiisr (("opyrii^ht C'omury Life) 

167 




(a) EtKvard Penny: Dc.itli ot Wolte. Ashmolciiii Museum, 



(n) Benjamin West: Death Kcusiu{^toti Palace. 

By {traciotis permission of Her Majesty The Queen 

|6S 










(a) niMii.iinin West: Departure of I^e^iiliis. i 76<;. hcfisinofoti l\tliuc. 
By oriiiious iH'nnis<i\^n of I hr Miifcsty 'I he (^ueen 





(a) Wright IA Derby : Mot^ili^lu Landscape. R. C. . 1 . l\jlntcr-Morcu>ooiI, 
Aljrctoti I hill, Dcrhysliirc 



(h) Wright of Derby: The Dead St)ldier (from Laiighorne's poem). 
Louis Mt’ii'T, London 





•plcy; Brook \V\ir>on and the Shark. Hospital 




‘73 


. Copley: 1 lie neatli ot Major Pierson. TiUc (jiilUry, LoHiion 



(a) jolin Riindniaii: Kini^ Lear. 1767. Wiiiothil (jiillrry < / l-diiihuryh 





(b) Wright of Derby; An Fixperinient witli the Air Pnnip. l\itc CjtilUry, Loiiiloti 


174 




(h) P. Sandbv: Painted RtH>in from Drakoknve. I'iaorin iwd Alhcn Mtiscuni, London 

[drown CJopyris^lu) 

175 







Wris^Iu of Dcrbv: Miravun breaking open the I onibs of bis Ancesun's. 1772. 

Derby Art (jiillcry 


176 








|. ! I. Mortimer: I he Progress of Virtue III. l\itc CJiillcry, Lofuhni 


177 




(b) -Sawrcy Cilpiii: The Election of Darius. City Art Gallery, York' 

178 




(a) (i. Sriihbs: rlic Priiuc (>f Wales' Phaeton, IViiuJsor (Jtisllc. 

By yhidoiis pertHission oj I let ALiJcsty I he (juccH 



179 



G. Stubbs: Duke and Duchess (^fRichinond watrhiin: Fxctt’ 







Stubbs: The Melbourne .uul Milbanke Families. 



(a) Romney: Peter and James Roninev. ijOO. IWihcr P. (yinyslcr, U.S.A. (h) Ri>mney; Earl (irey. i'S4. Tlh Pivvo.'^t < Lotion 






Romney: Sir C^Iiristophcr aiul Lady Sykes 
Sir Riclhirti Syhes, Slcclwcn\ Yorh: 

iSj. 



Ri^innry; Warren Hastings. 179.S. lormcr hidid OijiiW Loudon 
pennission oj IJ.Af. CiOft in li.K.) 

|S> 



11 . WalrtM); The Cherry Barrow. 1779. SitOshcri Sittrdl, Bl, RniishtJti' Uall, Derhyshite 


186 



Riiiiiiu'y: Mrs C'arw.irdiiu' anil (diilii. 177.S- /-on/ hlilliih^iloii, Mcssiiio hsfcx 


J«7 




(a) Ciilbcrt Stuart: J. C't)plcy. JWinii; (j://;Vr,\ (ly) l)a\ id Martin: (it’orgc Murdoch. J"93, 0>)' .-Irr 

Loiidi'}i G/i/.'CiM/' 




i89 







(h) Zofiany: Queen Cluirlotte and the Two Elder Princes. Windsor Castle. 
By gracious permission of Her Majesty Hie Queen 


uji 






(a) F-. Wheatley: Mr Howard oHering Relief to Prisoners. 17.^ 
lull! oj Udrrowh)\ S,union, Sfofis 



(it) l)e l.oiitherhourg: A Midsummer AftenuHm with a Methodist Preacher 
Xiiriotnil Gnllcry of Giuuuia, ( Ottawa 


192 
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Titles of pictures and otlicr works of art arc printed in italics; names of owners, 
museums, galleries, and oilier indications of location in capitals. C lallerics are 
indexed under the town in which they are situate; thus. National Galleky will 
be found under London. Where several references to an artist arc given, that in 
heavy type is the principal. Reierences in the notes are indexed only where some 
matter is dealt with in the note that is not evident from the text; in sucli cases the 
page on which the note appears, its chapter, and the number of the note con¬ 
cerned, are given, thus: 24418)*^. Numbers in italics refer to plates. 


A 

Abiiotslord, (Wright) 243(6)-^* 
Abbott, Lemuel Francis, 216 
Abel, C. F., 178, 179 
Aberdeen, Marischal Coleece, 
(Reynolds) 187 

Abin(;don, Christ's Hospital, 
(? Strong) 25 

Academics, 84, 87, 94, 99, 112-13, 
117; Hogarth’s, 113, 121; Ldin- 
burgh, 203; Royal, ice Royal 
Academy; St Martin’s Lane, 

137 

Admiral in his Cabin issuini> Orders 
(Rettle), 186 
Admirals (Dalil), 98 
Admirals (Knellcr), 93, 98 
Admirals (Lely), 63 
Adoration of the Shepherds (Bel- 
lucci), 86 

‘Adventures of an Hackney Coach, 
The’, 224 

Aetteid, Stories from the (Thorn¬ 
hill), 87 

Agar, Charles d’, 244(81’ 

Aggas, Robert, 75 
Aj^nanOf La{>odi (Wilson), 165; 140 
Agrippina Landing at Brindisi 
(West), 191 

Ahasnernss Story of (Lyzarde), 14 
Aikman, William, 102; Self- 
portraits, 102 

Ailesbury, Marquess or, (van 
Somer) 32 

Aken, Joseph van, no, 116, 
246(I2)\ 130, 139, 142 
Albani, Cardinal, 191 
Albemarle, Duke and Duchess of 
(Murray), 100 
Albury Park, (Dobson) 52 
Alexander, Cosmo, 214, 229-30 
Alexander, John, 229 


Alexander, Story of King (Toto), 5 
Alpreton Hall, (Wright) 198 
Allan, David, 199, 203-4, 221 
Allegory of the Religious H tirs in 
France (Dobson), 51 
Allocution of the Afanjuis of Vaslo, 
(Titian), 54 
Alnwtck, (Lely) 59 
Alston, Washington, 214 
Aljhorp, (Mytens) 34, (Walker) 
54, (Lely) 59, (Riley) 91, 
(Rneller) 93, (Richardson) 99, 
(Maratta) 244180^ (Edema) 105, 
(Knaptoii) 129, (Reynolds) 
157, 160, (Gainsborough) 177, 
(Wootton) 206, (Boullbce) 210, 
(Hoppner) 215 

Ambassadors, The (Holbein), 7, 12 
Amboyna Massacre (Greenbury), 50 
Ambros, 5 

Amigoiii, Jacopo, 88-9 
Ammeruown, (Seymour) 206 
AmstI'HDAM, (Borsselacr) 243(6)’- 
‘Analysis of Beauty’ (Hogarth), 123 
‘Anatomy of the Horse* (Stubbs), 
207 

Ancaster, Earl or, MSS., 
(Eworth) T5 

Ancrum, Robert Kcr, Lari of 
(Bligcnberch), 32 
Anderson, John, 41 
Andrews Family (Wills), 137; 120a 
Andrews, Mr and Mrs (Gains¬ 
borough), 174;150 
Andromedas (Arnoldc), 20 
Angel Carrying the Spirit of a Child 
to Paradise (Peters), 201 
Angillis, Peter, 110 
Anglo-Dutcli War {1652), 103 
Angry Father, The (Opic), 195 
Animal paintings, no 
Animals, prize, 77-8 
Anne, Queen (Lillcy), 96 


Anne of Cleoes (Holbein), 8 
Anne otDenmark, portraits of, 26 
Antic of Denmark (van Somer), 32; 
27 

Anson, Lord, 104 
Antonio di Nuiiziato d’ Antonio, 
see Toto 

Antony House, (Kncller) 92, 
(Hudson) 139 

Apollo and the Seasons (Wilson), 166 
Apotheosis of Prince Alfred and 
Prince Octai’ius (West), 192; j6g 
Aquatints, 261 
Arehcr Shee, Martin, 213 
Argyll, Duke (C :]osiernian), 95 
Argyll, Duke of (P.anisay), 142 
Argyll, Duke of Children t>/'(Opie), 
194 

Arkwright, Riehard, 198 
Arlington, Lord, 82 
Ariiolde, John, 19 
‘Arte of Limning’ (Hilliard), 22 
Arthur {Tudor), Prince (Windsor), 2 
Artist and His Family (Lely), 62 
Artist's Brothers (Romney), 212 
Artists' Club in London lyjs 
(Devis), 133; n2a 
Arts CA)uncil, 1S7 
Arundel. (?Scr<»ts) 12, (Mytens) 
34; 29, (Wright) 67, 242-3(6)2’ 
Arundel, Countess of (Mytens), 34 
Arundel, Lari of (Rubens), 43 
Arundel, Lari of, and Grandson 
(Dobson after Van Dyck), 50 
Arundel, Lady (Peake), 27 
Arundel, Thomas Howard, Earl 
of, 33 . 34 

Arundel, Thomas, Lari of (Mytens), 
34 

Arundel I of H ardour, jrd Lord 
(? Wright), 68; 66b 
Arundell, R. J. R., (Tilson) 96 
Arundel], Thomas (Tilson), y6 


2S7 


GG 



INDEX 


Ascension (Copley), 193 
Ashficld, Edmund, 232 
Ashley, Robert (Leigh), 49 
AshmoU\ Elias (de Neve), 49 
AshmoU\ Elias (Riley), 91 
Assassination of James I of Scotland 
(Opie), 195 

Aston, Sir Thomas (Souch), 38; j6 
Astor, Hon. Michael, (Eworth) 

237 ( 2 )® 

Atalanta and Aieleager (Lely), 
241 (6)+ 

Athelstan, Kinj^ (Society oi Anti¬ 
quaries), 2 

Atlioll, Duke of, 102 
Auerbach, Dr Erna, it, 12, 13 
Audley End, (Eworth) 16, (Dob¬ 
son) 51, (Griffier) 106, (Pine) 185 
Austin, Nathaniel, 239(4)*^ 
Austrian Succession, War of, 107 
Aylesford, Earl of, 91 

B 

Baciccia, G. B., 92 
Backdrop, artificial, 174 
Bacon, Sir Edmund, (Gains¬ 
borough) 173 

Bacon, Sir Nathaniel, 39, 40 
Badminton, 24 

Haillie, Griscl and Rachel (Scou- 
gall), 79 

Bail lie, Rachel (Scougall), 79 
Baker-Carr,Major, (Dobson) 50 
Bakkcr, John Jacob, 244(8 
Balcabres, (Mytens) 35, (Janie- 
sonc) 41, (Garrison) 245(8)'* 
Balcn, Hendrik van, 44 
Ballad Sinj^cr (Morland), 224 
Baltimore, Enoch Pratt Li¬ 
brary, (Socst) 64 
Baltimore, Cecil, 2nd Lord, with 
Child and Page (Soest), 64; 60 
Baltimore, George, Lord (Mytens), 
35, 64, 242(6)>4; JO 
Banditti pictures (Mc^rtimer), 150, 
200 

Banks, Mr (Kitley), 92 
‘Baptiste*, sec Moimoyer 
Barber-Surgeons, Grant of Charter 
to (Holbein), 8-9 
Bard well, Thomas, 145 
Barkby Hall, ( 1 . W.) 49 
Barker, Cliarles, 38 
Barlow, Francis, 76-7, no, 205 
Baroda Gallery, (Lely) 241 (6 )♦ 
Baron, Bernard, 113 
Baroque Style, 81 fF. 

Barret, George, 167 
Barron, Hugh, 220 
Barry, James, 150, 187, 188, 189, 
196 


Bartolozzi, F., 185 
Basel, (Holbein) 6 
Bate - Dudley, Lady (Gainsbor¬ 
ough), 178 

Bath, Marquess or, (Siberechts) 
76 

Batoni, Pompeo, 141, 144, 184 
Battle of Valenciennes (Louther- 
bourg), 223-4 

Bayard, Death of (West), 150, 192 
Bayham Abbey, (Dance) 184 
Beach, Thomas, t6o-i 
Beale, Mary, 72, 175 
Bearc, G., 128 
Beattie, Dr (Reynolds), 187 
Beaufort, 3rd Duke of, 106, loS 
* Beaufort, Lady Margaret^ (Nat. 
Port. Gall.), 1-2 

Beaumont collection, (Gilpin) 
210 

Beckett, Judge, (Lely) 60 
Beckford, Mrs Francis (Reynolds), 

157; t2jh 

Beckford, William, 228 
Bedford, Anne, Countess of (Lely), 
59 

Bedford. Duke of, 128 
Bedford, Duke of (Knapton), 129 
Beechey, Sir William, t6i, 162, 
180, 215-16, 221 
Beek, David, 47 
‘Beggar’s Opera, The’, 115, 118 
Beggar's Opera (Hogarth), 118, 
T19, 217; g8 
Belcani, J. van, 40, 48 
Beilin, Edward, 37 
Bcllucci, Antonio, 86 
Belper, Lord, (Mortimer) 248 
( 21 )^-. 

Belton, (Wissing) 71, (Riley) 91, 
(Seeman) 128, (Mercier) 131 
Belvoir, (? Holbein) 9, (Wright) 
68, (Siberechts) 76, (Clostcr- 
man) 95 

Bcncfial, Marco, 196 
Benson, Ambrosius, 5 
Bentheim, Castle of (Ruisdael), 
167 

Bentinck, Count, (?Lcly) 59 
Bcrchet, Pierre, 83, 84 
Bcrghein, N., 165, 223 
Berkeley, Bishop, 128 
Berlin, (Holbein) 7 
Bermuda, Watiington Cod- 
LEGE, (Gainsborough) 177 
Bernard, Samuel (Rigaud), 121 
Bernini, G. L., 46 
Besangon (School of Holbein), 

237 ( 1 )» 

Betterton as Tamerlane (Greenhill), 
232 


Bettes, John (two), 10 
Betts, John. 56 
Bible, Mackhn’s, 151, 223 
Binns, The, (?Paton) 80 
Bird painting, 110 
Birmingham, Aston Hall, 
(Soldi) 138, (Opie) 195; Barber 
Institute, (Gainsborough) 178, 
220; Gallery, (Gcntilcschi) 41, 
(Lely) 241 (5 >’®, 61, 241C6)'*, 
(Highmore) 126, (Knapton) 
129, (Wilson) 167, (Zoffany) 
218 

Bisham Abbey, (‘Bursler’) 243 (6)^2 
Bishopp, the Misses (Riley), 91 
Bisschopp, Cornelius, 92 
Blacksmith's Shop, A (Wright), 
198 

Blagdon, (Hoppner) 215 
Blair Atholl, (Stcuart) 230 
BLAIRf^UHAN, (Allan) 204 
Blake, Lady (Reynolds), 158 
Blake, William. 147. 148. 

200 

Blathwayt, Master William (Til- 
son), 96 

Blecck, Peter van, 138, 217 
Blccck, Richard van, 217 
Blenheim, (Laguerre) 83, (Thorn¬ 
hill) 87, (Knellcr) 93, (Closter- 
man) 95, (Lilley) 96, (Rey¬ 
nolds) 154, 159 

Bligh, Lady Elizabeth (Hoppner), 
215 

Blijenbcrch, Abraham van, 31, 2 

Blind Harper (?Lely), 59; 42h 
Bogdany, Jakob, no 
Boilly, L. L., 201 
Bokshorn, 62 
Bol, F., 92 
Bombclh, S., 92 
Books, illustrated, 114 
Boothby, Sir Brooke (Wright), 199: 
165 

Borri, Francesco Giuseppe (Tilson), 
96 

Borsselacr, Pieter, 69-70, 243(6)” 
Boscobcl House, View of (Streeter), 

75; 72 

Boston, (Copley) 193; Fenway 
Court, (Moro) 14; Gover¬ 
nor Fuller, (Hoppner) 215; 
Museum, (Socst) 65 
Boucher, F., 137 
Boughton, (Montagu) 84 
Boultbee, Jolm, 210 
Bourdon, S., 55, 58 
Bow porcelain factory, 144 
Bower, Edward, 47; 56 
Bowhill, (Kneller) 244(8)’, (Gains¬ 
borough) 177, (Beechey) 216 


258 



INDEX 


Bowood, (?Gainsborough) 
247(18)*. (Wright) 198 
Bowycr, W., 151, 195 
Boydell, John, 151, 1S8, 194, J95 
Hoync, Battle of the (Wyck), 105 
Boys Blowing Soap Bubbles (Lely), 

24I<6)‘* 

BRABouRNn, Lord, (Johnson) 37 
Bradbournk, (Soest) 64 
Bradford, Family of Jst Lord (Pine), 
186 

Braybuookh, Lord, (Eworth) 16 
Bhewis, Miss, (Lely) 6j 
Bridge at Rimini (Wilson), 165 
Bridges* ‘Northamptonshire*, 
drawings for, 206 
Bridgewater, Earl and Countess of 
(Soest), 64 

Bristol, Corporation, (Clains- 
boroiigh) 176; CiAi.i.iiHY,(Hoarc) 
144; Si Mary Redcmih:, 
(Hogarth) 123 

Bristow, Air and Mrs Robert (Van- 
dervaart), <j6 

Brocket, Lord, (Wright) 69 
Bronkhorst, Arnold, 28 
Bronzino, A., S 

Brood Mares and F'oids (Stubbs), 
208; 1S1 

Brook, Joseph, 244(8 )y 
Brook IVatson and the Shark (C^iop- 
ley), 150, 19.3; 172 
Brookhti-l Hall, (Wright) 199 
Brooking, Charles, 103, 104-5 
Brouwer, A., 109 
Brown, John, 248(21)^ 

Brown, Mather, 221 
Browne, John, 4 

Browne, Sir Williatn (Hudson), 139 
Brownlow, Elizabeth (Wissing), 

71; 7 Jb 

Brow'iilow, Sir John, 71 
Brownlow, Lady (Wissing), 71 
Brownlow portraits (Riley), 91 
Bruce, Sir William (Wright), 68 
Brudenell, Hon. Edmund (? Wright), 
243(6)^* 

Bruges, Lady Elizabeth (Ciistodis), 
20; 16b 

Brunswick, (Holbein) 7 
Bryan, Mary (Sadler), 73 
Buccleuch, Children of Duke of 
(Bcechcy), 216 

Buccleuch, Duke of, (Griffier) 
106, (Laroon) 133, (Reynolds) 
159, (Barret) 168 
Buccleuch, Duke of (Ramsay), 142 
Buchanan, George (Bronkhorst), 28 
Buckhurst, Lord (de Neve), 40 
Buckingliam, George Villiers, 
Duke of, 33. 34 


Buckingham, Duchess of (Wors- 
dalc), 244(8)* 

Buckingham, Duke of (Mytens), 3 5 
Buckingham, Duke o/'(Rubens), 35, 
43 

Buckingham, Duke of, and Fapjiily 
(Honthorst), 39 
Buc'kshorn, Joseph, 62 
Buhalo, Albright Art Gallery, 
(Hogarth) 123 

Bumper (Ciainsborough), 173 
Bunbury, Lady Sarah (Reynolds), 
158, 177; 13J 
Butty an, John (Sadler), 73 
Burghley, Lord (Wissing), 71; yia 
Bur(;hley House, 241 (5)“*, (Wis¬ 
sing) 7J, (Lely)241 (6)^, (Verrio) 
82, (Laguerre) 83 
Burke, Edmund, 189 
Burlfy-on-the-Hill, (Lely) 60, 
(Ciascars) 66, (Lanscroon) 83 
Burlington, Earl of (Knapton), 129 
Burlington, Lord, 88, 154 
Burnet, Bishop (? Russell), 101 
Burnet, Dr (Kiieller), 93 
Burnley Art Gallery, (Zoffany) 
220 

Burton, Baroness, (Gains¬ 
borough) 178 

Burton, Agnes, (Merdcr) 132 

Buscot, (Reynolds) 159 

Bush, Irving T., 2 

Busier, see Borsselaer 

Bute, Countess of (Reynolds), 159 

Bute, Lord, 143, 219 

Bute, Alarquess of (Ramsay), 143, 

157 

Bute, Marquess of, (Scott) 104 
Butler, Mrs, (? Wilson) 2470 y)-* 
Byng, Edward, 244(8)* 

Byng, Robert, 244(8)* 

Byng, Admiral (Hudson), 139; tt6 

c 

Calais Gate (Hogarth), 123 
C: A LIF o R NI A, Huntington 
Foundation, (Gainsborough) 

179 

Calumny of Apelles (Toto), 5 
Cambridge, (after Holbein) 9, 
(Gainsborough) 174; Fitz- 
wiLLi am Museum, (attr. Vincke- 
boons) 40, (Highmore) 126, 
(Wills) 137. (Pond) 138, (Rom¬ 
ney) 2n; King’s College, 
(Reynolds) 158, Chai»f:l, 1; 
Peteriiouse, 25; St John’s 
C'OLLEGE, (Jackson) 39, (Rich¬ 
ardson) 99; Trinity Colli:(;e, 
(Thornhill) 87, (Knellcr) 93, 


(Murray) 100, (Peters) 202; 
University Library, (Peake) 27 
Cambridge, Duke of (Wright), 68 
Camden (Ghecraerts), 26 
Canaletto, Antonio, 104, 106, 

107-9, 168, 227 

Candlelight pictures, 198 
Canons, (Laguerre) 83 
Canterbury Cathedral (Johnson), 57 
Capel, Lord, of Tewkesbury (l,ely), 
242 ( 6)7 

Caravaggio, Michclangiolo, 81 
Cardiff, (van Somer) 32, (Leigh) 
49, (Wilson) 164, 247(17)'’ 
Cardplayers (Walker), 54 
C^arings, Alex., 40 
Carlcton, vSir Dudley, 33 
C^arlcton, J., 37 

Carlisle, Countess of (Van Dyck), 
59 

Carlisle, Family of Earl of Riding in 
Phoenix Park (Wheatley), 221 
Carmichael, Lord (Richardson), 99 
Carnarvon, Family of 2nd Earl of 
(Lely), 61; 56 

Caroline, Queen (Vanderbank), 
125; too 

Caroline Park, (Lansc'roon) 83 
Carricra, Rosalba, 233, 234 
Carter, George, 193 
^Carteret, Sir George* (Dobson), 51 
Carthorses Drinking at a Ford 
(Gainsborough), 178 
Cartwright, First Mrs (Grcciihill), 
70; yoh 

Carver, Mrs, and her Daughter 
(Wright). 19S 
Carwarden, J., 56 
Carwardinc, Mrs, and Child (Rom¬ 
ney), 212; 187 
Casali, A., tt6 
Casanova, Francesco, 223 
Casaubon, Frederick, 245(8)’ 
Cassillis, Countess of (Wright), 68 
Cassillis, Earl of (Wright), 68 
Casteels, Peter, no 
Castle Ashby, (Dobson) 51 
Castlchavcn, Lady (Van Dyck), 47; 
40b 

Castle Howard, (after Holbein) 
9, (Scrots) 12, (Pellegrini) 85, 
(Marlow) 168, (Gainsborough) 
t8o, (Wheatley) 221 
C'astlcmaine, Earl of, 67, 69 
Cathcart, Earl of, (Allan) 204 
Catherine. Queen, as St Catherine 
(Huysmans), 65 

Catherine, Queen, as Shepherdess 
(Huysmans), 65 

Catherine of Braganza, Queen, 

65; 64 
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Cavendish, Lord John, 134 
Ceres (Bacon), 40 
Chalmers, Sir George, 230 
Chamberlin, Mason, 184-5 
Chandos, I 3 iikc of, 72 
Chandosy CilcSy Lord (Custodis), 
19-20 

Chanterell, 38 

CiiARBOROUOH PARK, (Tliomhill) 

87 

Chardin, Jean, 122, 199 
CliiARi.ECOTi:, (? Larkin) 240(4)-^ 
Charles I, 33, 34, 35; portraits ofy 
35 , 53; 32 
Charles 1 (Pot), 39 
Charles I (van Belcain), 40 
Charles I (Van Dyck portraits), 
45-6; jj, 

Charles I in Robes of State (Van 
Dyck), 35 

Charles /, Kittiiy in three positions 
(Van Dyck), 67; ^Sa 
Charles I and Duke of York (Lely), 
59 

Charlesly Execution of (Weesop), 48 
Charles II (Wissing), 71 
Charles V (Seisenegger), 12 
Charles V (Titian), 44, 46 
Charlesy lYincc (Peake), 27; 2tb 
Charles, Prince of Wales (Blijcn- 
bcrch), 32 

Charles, Prince of Wales (Dobson), 

51; 46 

Charles, Prince of Wales (Mytens), 
34 

Charlotte, Queen (Gainsborough), 

172. 177 

Charlotte, Queen (Lawrence), 147 
Charlotte, Queen (Ramsay), 140, 

143 

Charlotte, Queen, and her two 
Eldest Children (Zoffany), 219; 
191b 

Charterhouse (Gainsborough), 173; 
14S 

Charter is. Lady Catherine (Seton), 
231 

Chartres, Vidaiiic dc, 13 
Chastlkton House, 40 
Chatel, F. du, 102 
Chatham, Death of (Copley), 150, 
193 

Chatsworth, (Mytens) 35, (Van 
Dyck) 44, (? Jones) 56. (Lely) 
24i<5)‘'», 60, (Roestraeten) 74, 
(Verrio) 82, (Laguerre, Ricard) 
83, (Chcron) 84, (Thornhill) 86, 
(Edema) 105, (Knapton) 129 
Chatsworth (Siberechts), 76 
Chatsworth House, Old (Wilson), 
167 


Chequers Court, 237(2>«, (Lely) 
61 

Cheron, Louis, 84, 113, 114, 125 
Cherry Barrow, The (Walton), 
199 ;186 

Chesetnan, Robert (Holbein), 7 
Chevely (Siberechts), 76 
C'heventng, (Closterinan) 95 
CiiiCAviO, (Reynolds) 158 
Child St John (Murillo), 180 
(Children buildinj;* Houses with Cards 
(Hayman), 126 

Children of the Prince of Wales (Du 
Pan), 133; Jii 

Children playing *The Indian Eui- 
peroY (Hogarth), 119 
Children with Cabbage Net (Rey¬ 
nolds), 159; 1281) 

Children with Emit and Flowers 
(Peters), 201; i6oh 
China plaques, Stubbs’s, 209 
Chinese Convert (Kneller), 93 
Chirk C'astle, (Francis) 75 
Chiswick Villa (Lambert), 107, 
245(9)6 

Cholmondeley, Marchioness or, 
(Gainsborough) 175 
Christian IV of Denmark, 12 
Christie-Miller, Mrs, (Hayman) 
136 

Christina of Denmark (Holbein), 7 
Christina of Sweden, Queen (Dahl), 
97 

Chubb, Thomas (Beare), 128 
Cibber, Colley (Grisoni), 144 
Cibber, Mrs, as Cordelia (van 
Bleeck), 138, 217 
Cignani, Carlo, loi 
Cincinnati, (Gainsborough) 176, 
179 

Cipriani, Giovanni Battista, 185 
Clarendon, Lord, (Lilley) 96 
Claret, Wolfgang William, 244(8 
Clark, J., 230 

Clark, Sir Kenneth, (des 
Granges) 38 
Clarke, George, loi 
Claude, 106, 162, 163, 164, 165, 
167 

Claypole, Mrs Elizabeth (Wright), 
67; 66a 

Clayton, Mr and Mrs, and Daughter 
(Dandridge), 127 
Clements, Capt. John (Greenhill), 
70 

Cleopatra (Wright), 67 

Clerk, Sir James, 140 

Clerk, Sir John, 140 

Clerk, Sir John (Scougall), 79; y^a 

Clerk, Lady (Scougall), 79; 756 

Clevc, Comelis van, 15 


Clcve, Joas van, 5 
Clcve, Sotto, 237(2)* 

Cleveland, Duchess of (Lely), 65, 
93 

Cleveland, Duchess e/'(Wright), 68 
* Cleveland, John* (?Ecton), 55; 32a 
Cleyn, Francis, 40-1, 50 
Clint, George, 219 
Clive, Hon. Charlotte (Romney), 
213 

Closterinan. Johann Baptista, 91, 
94 "S 

*Cobhani portrait (of Queen Eliza¬ 
beth I), 21; 16a 

Coke, Lady Mary (Ramsay), 143 
Coke Family (Wright), 199 
Coke Family group (Hiiysmans), 

65; 

Colbert, ]. B., 187 
Coles, Jane (Beare), 128 
Colina, Adam, T05 
Collier, Edward, 74 
C'oi.STOUN, (Ramsay) 142 
Comer, 73 

Composition (Kauffmann), 185; 
161a 

Compton, Sir William (Dobson), st 
Compton, Sir William (Lely), 61; 
5 J(i 

Conference of English and Spanish 
Plenipotentiaries, 28 
Coninxloo, G. L. van, 40 
Conjurer, The (Hone), 150, 183-4 
Constable, John, 167,171, 223, 224 
Conversation Piece (jamesone), 41 
C '011 versation pieces, 113, 115, 

127, 130 ff, 149, 217 ff; Hog¬ 
arth’s, 118-19 
C'ook, Capt. James, 168 
C'ooke, Henry, 84 
Cookmaid, The (Bacon), 39 
CooMBE Abbey, (Soest) 65 
Cooper, Samuel, 78 
Cocni:, Sir John, (Lely) 61 
Copley, John Singleton. 133, 150, 
151, 187, 192-3, 214 
Copley (Stuart), 214; 188a 
Copped Hall, Views of (Lambert), 
T07 

Copyright Act (1735). 115, 120 
Coquet, Jacob, 82 
Coram, Captain (Hogarth), 114, 
121, 124, 141, 153; tot 
Cork, Municipal Gallery, 
(Barry) 189 

Cornish Beggar, A (Opie), 194 
Corot, J. B., 165 
Corsham, (Dobson) 51 
Corvus, Joannes,'3, 10 
^Cosimo, Duke, and Machiavelli* 
(Titian). 44 
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Costume pieces, i6, 25 
Cosway, Richard, 221, 222 
Cotes, Francis, 182-3, 212, 233-4 
Cottage Door (Gainsborough), 179 
Cottercll, Sir Charles, 51 
Cottcrcll, Sir Charles (Knellcr), 93; 
84h 

Cotterell, Sir Charles (Riley), 91 
Cottony I'amily of Sir John (Lely), 
61 

CC)'ITRFJ.K-I )ORMFR CoLCttJTION, 
(Dobson) 5T, (Riley) (ji 
‘Country house portraits’, 75, 76, 
107, 167 

COURTKllNHAM., ( J’ilson) 96 
Covr.NTRY, Earl or, (Ramsay) 
143, (Wilson) 167 
Coventryy 6th Earl of (Ramsay), 143 
Coventryy Lord Keeper (Johnson), 
37 

Coverdale, Miles, Iiis Bible, 5 
CowoRAY, Viscount, (Reynolds) 
160 

Cowpery Lord Chancellor (Richard¬ 
son), 99; 8g 

C'ozens, Alexander, 228 
Cozens, Jt)hn Fiobert, 22S 
Cradock, Luke or Mannaduke, i lo 
Cranach, Lucas, 8 
CranCy Lady (Ycekes), 36 
Cranke, James, 145 
Cranmery Archbishop (Plicke), 14 
Crawford, Earl of, 241 (6)*' 
Crawfordy George, Earl of, and two 
Sons (Chamberlin), 1S4 
Crayon portraits, 232 fT. 

Crewe, Master, as Henry VIII (lU'y- 
nolds), 159 

Cries of London (Wheatley), 204, 
220 

Critz, Emmanuel de, 48-9,240(4 > 
Critz, John de, 25-6, 27, 48, 50 
Critz, John de, jnr, 48 
Cromwell, portraits, 241(5)*“’“', 
61, 78 

Cromwell (Walker), 54 
Cromwell, Thomas (Holbein), 7 
Croome Court, View of, (Wilson) 
167 ;1410 
Cross, Michael, 53 
C^ross[e], Lawrence, 79 
Crow COMBE Court, (Phelps) J45 
Cullen, Lord, (Smibert) 128 
Cullen House, (Ramsay) 140 
‘Cult images’ of Elizabeth, 22 
CuLZEAN, (Wright) 68 
Cumberland, Duke of, 210 
Cumberland, George Clifford, Earl 
of (Hilliard), 22; 19 
Cuiiego, D., 188 
Cuiiney, 56 


Cupid and Psyche (Van Dyck), 47 
(atsty Lady, and her Nine Children 
(Seeman), 128 

Custodis, Hieronymus, 19-20 
Cuyp, Albert. 162, 163, 207 

D 

Dacre, Lady (Kworth), 16; 11a 
Dahl, Michael, 93, 96, 97-8, 101, 
125, 206; prices, joo 
Daly ell, Thomas (Paton), 80 
Daniini, Vincenzo, 85 
Danhy portraits (Carleton), 37 
Dance, George, 184 
Dance (-Holland), Nathaniel, 184 
Dance of the Milkmaids on Mayday 
(Haynian), T37; tiS 
13 andridgc, Bartholomew, 114, 
T15, 116, 118, 125, 127,130 
Dankerts, Hendrik, 76 
Dankerts, John, 76 
r^anloux, 2x5 

Darius, Election of (Ciilpin), 210; 
178b 

Darius, Family of, before Alexander 
(Bellucci), 86 
Darnaway Castle, 29 
Darnley, Henry, Lord, and his 
Brother (at Windsor), 17; 13 
Darnley Memorial Picture (Voge- 
larius), 28 

Dartiquenave, C., 96 
L^artinouth, Lord, 164 
r^ARTMOum, Lord, (Wilson) 165 
(Hoppner) 215 
Darwin, Erasmus, 197 
Dashwood Children (Beechey), 216 
David, Jacques-Louis, 124, 150, 
j88 

David returning after slaying Goliath 
(Ruiicinian), 203; 166a 
David and Saul (?Eworth), 15 
Davies, Robert (Leigh), 49; 42a 
Davies-Cooke, Major, (Leigh) 49 
Davis, Sir Edmund, (Lely) 242(6)'* 
Davison, Jeremiah, 102, 115 
Dead Soldier, The (Wright), 199; 
jyib 

Death of the Fox (Gilpin), 210 
Decollation of St John (after 
Stonier), 240(5)*° 

Deene Park, (Wright) 243(6)2* 
Delacour, William, 230 
Delany, Mrs, on Gainsborough, 
176 

Delany, Mrs, on crayon painting, 

233 

Delany, Mrs (Opie), 194 
Delarochc, H., 195 
De la Warr, William, Lord (after 
Holbein), 10, 12 
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Denbigh, 1st Earl of (after Dobson), 

52; 5/ 

Deposition (Bellucci), 86 
Derby Gallery, (Wright) 198, 
199, 248(21)-* 

Dering, Lady (Lely), 60; 53/) 
Design (Kauffmann), 185 
L>f.troit, (Gainsborough) 178 
Devis, Anthony, 134 
L^evis, Arthur, 130, 133-5, 206 
Devonshire, Countess of (van 
Somer), 32 

Devonshire, Duchess of, and her 
Daughter (Reynolds), 160; ij6 
Devonshire, l.)uke of, 95-6 
Devonsliire, 4th Duke of, 134 
Devonshire, Duke of, (Lambert) 
107, (Reynolds) t6o, (Wilson) 
167 

Devonshire, 2nd Earl of (van 
Somer), 32 

Diana and her Nymphs (Ricci), 86 
Diderot, Denis, 113, 197, 223 
Dido, Death of (Reynolds), 154, 
187 ;137 

Diepenbecke, Abraham van, 56 
Diest, Adriaen van, 105 
Dijon, Musee Macnin, (Hay- 
man) 136 

l^ilettanti. Society of, 128 
Dillon, Viscount, 21 
‘l^iscourses*, Reynolds’, 148 
Discovery of Clandestine Correspond^ 
ence (Opie), 195 
DncHLEY, 21-2, 25, (Lely) 63 
Dobson, Sir C. Cotterell, and Sir B. 

Gerbier (Llobson), $2\ 48 
Dobson, William, 47, 50-2, 53, 
61, 127 

Doddincjton Hall, (attr. 1 . W.) 
240(5)* 

Don Quixote, Story of (Vandcr- 
bank), 114, 125 

‘Don Quixote’ (Mortimer), 200 
li)oNZDORr, von Reciiberg Col¬ 
lection, (Walker) 54 
Dorigny, Sir N., 113 
Dormer, General (van Loo), 138 
Dormer, Sir Robert (Johnson), 37; 
35a 

Dormer, T. Cottrell, (Johnson) 
37, (Dobson) 51 
Dorset, Earl of, 32 
Dorset, 3rd Earl of (Oliver), 27; 24 
Doughty, William, 161 
Douglas, Mrs John (Gainsborough), 
178; J 59 

Dover (Wilson), 247(17)'* 

Downe, 3rd Earl of (Betts), 56 
Downman, John, 221-2, 234 
Drake family (Mortimer), 200 
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Drakelowe. 227 
Drayton House, (Dobson) 51 
Dresden, (Holbein) 6 
Drevct, P., 121 
Drumlanrk;, (Paton) 80 
Drummond, Archbishop. 191 
Drummore, Lord (Ramsay), 142; 
116 

Dublin, (Hone) 183; Parliament 
House, (Fuller) 55 
Dubois, Simon, 244(8)’ 

Dubose, Claude, 113 
Duet, The (Lord Dulverton),6o; 61 
Dugddk, Lady (Borsselaer), 69 
Dugdale, Sir William (Borsselaer), 
69 

Dulvhrton, Lord, (Lely) 60 
Dulwich Gallery, see under 
London 

Duncan's {Admiral) Victory at 
Camper down (Copley), 193 
Dunch, Mrs (Knellcr), 93 
Duncomhe, Lady Charlotte (Hopp- 
ncr), 215 

Duncombe, Thomas, and Family 
(Soldi), 138 

Dundasy Sir Lawrence, and his 
Grandson (Zoffany), 219 
Dundee, Camperdown House, 
(Copley) 193 

Dundragoe, Madam (Hubbert), 19 
Dunrobin Castle, (Wright) 69 
Duns Castle, (Chalmers) 230 
Dunster Castle, (Eworth) 16; 
(Phelps) 145 

Dunvecan Castle, (Ramsay) 141 
Dupont, Gainsborough, i8t 
D upuis, N. G., 113 
Diircr, Albrecht, 49 
Durham, Earl of, (Zoffany) 218 
Durham Castle, (Bcechcy) 216 
Dutch school, 103 
Dyck, Anthony van, see Van Dyck 
Dyrham, (Sheppard) 56, (Hoog- 
stracten) 74, (Tilson) 96 
Dysart, Lady. 233 

E 

East Indies Settlements (Scott and 
Lambert), 104, 107 
Easton Neston, (Loutherbourg) 
224 

Ebberton, Lucy (Knapton), 129 
Edema, Gerard, 105 
Edgeumbe, Mary (Mascall), 56 
Edinburgh, (Mytens) 35, (Jame- 
sonc)4i, (Scougal)42, (Aikman) 
102, (Norie) 109, (Mercier) 
132. (Hudson) 139, (Ramsay) 
141, 142, (Runciman) 149, 

(I’urncr) 167, (Allan) 203, 


(Alexander) 229, (Setoii) 231; 
Gallery, (Flickc) 14, (Allan) 
204; Holyrood house, 
(Eworth) 17; (? Vogelarius) 28- 
29, (de Wett) 80, (Norie) 109, 
(Hamiltoii)i 88; National Gal¬ 
lery of Scotland, (Runciman) 
202; National Portrait Gal¬ 
lery of Scotland. (Dobson) 
51, (Wright) 68, 69, (Scougal) 
79, (Richardson) 99-100, (? Rus¬ 
sell) loi, (Medina) 102, (Snii- 
bert) T28, (Runciman) 203, 
(Brown) 248(21 Surgeons’ 
Hall, (Medina) 102 
Edward III (Hoby), 24 
Edward IV and Duchess of Bedford 
(Downman), 222 
Edward VI (Hampton Court), 13 
Edward VI (Nat. Port. Gall.), 12 
Edward VI (New York), 10 
Edward VI (Scrots), 12 
Edward VI (Windsor), 13; 7<i 
Edward, Prince (Washingtoji), 9 
Edwards, on Mortimer, 200 
Edwin (Wright), 199 
Egerton, Philip (Gardner), 235 
Egham, Holloway College, 
(Ciainsborough) 178 
Egmont, Lord, lOi 
Ego fui in Arcadia (Wilson), 165 
Ehrenstrahl, 97 
Eidophusikon, 223 
Election, An (Hogarth), 123 
Election in the Guildhall, Oxford 
(Heemskerk), 110; 94a 
Elgin, Countess of (Johnson), 37 
Elgin, Thomas, Earl of (Johnson), 
37 

Eliot Family (Reynolds), 153 
Elizabeth, Princess (Windsor), lo; 

7b 

Elizabeth, Queen (Gower), 20 
Elizabeth, Queen (Zuccaro), 24, 
25; 20b 

Elizabeth, Queen, confounding Juno, 
Minerva, and Venus (Eworth), 
17; i 4 

Elizabeth, Queen, portraits of, 20 ff.; 
iS, 20a 

Elizabeth, Queen, Visit of, to Black- 
friars (Sherborne). 28 
Elliot, Mrs (Riley and Clostcr- 
inan), 90, 94 
Ellis, John, iii 

Elvetham Hall, (Verelst) 133 
Embarkation of Henry VIII from 
Dover (attr. Vulpe), 4 
Emblem literature, 21 
Enamels, 209 
Encyclopaedists, 197 
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Engagement between the Blast Sloop 
and two Spanish Privateers (Scott), 
104 

Engagement between ‘ The Lion* and 
'The Elizabeth* (Scott), 104; g^a 
Engleheart, George, 222 
English Family at Tea (?van Aken), 
130 

Engraving, Hogarth and, 117, 122 
Epaminondas, Death of (West). 192 
Erasmus, on Holbein, 5-6 
Eric XIV oj' Sweden (?van der 
Meulcn), 19 

Erskinc, Charles (Hudson), 139 
Ershine portrait, 41 
Essex, Earl of (Lely), 242(6)7 
Essex, Frances, Countess of (Oliver), 
27; 26a 

Este portrait (Gascars), 242(6)*’ 

Et ego in Arcadia (Reynolds), 158 
Eton, Provost’s Lodge, (Rom¬ 
ney) 212 
Europa (Lely), 60 
European tradition, British paint¬ 
ing and,33» 46 

Euston Hall, (Mytens) 35, 
(Haw'kcr) 72 

Evelyn, John, on Barlow, 77; on 
Kjicllcr, 92; on Verrio, 82; on 
Mr Wright, 67 
Evelyn, John (Walker), 54 
Evening Walk (Romney), 213 
Everdiiigcn, van, 105 
Eworth, Hans, 8 , 9, lo, 14,15-17, 
21 

Exeter, Earl of, 71 
Exeter, Elizabeth, Countess of (van 
Somer), 32 

Exeter, Mahcjuess or, (Wissing) 
71; yia 

Exhibition pictures, 148, 171 
Exhibition, Public, 147, 148 
Experiment on a Bird in the Air 
Pump (Wright), 198; 174!) 
Exton, (Fuller) 241(5)*’ 

Eycke, John, 36 

F 

Faber, J., io6 

Faber, J.,jnr, 131 

Facs, P. van der, 241 (6)^ 

Fairfax, Lord (Bower), 53 
Fairfax, Sir Thomas and Lady 
(Soest), 64; 59 
Faithorne, W., 95 
Falls of the Clyde (Norie), 109 
‘Fancy pictures’, 131; Gains¬ 
borough’s, 171, 178, 180 
Farington, Josepli, i68; on the 
Runcimans, 202 
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‘Fashionable* portrait painters, 
2tl 

Faussett, Sir Brian Godi*rey, 
(Sadler) 73 

Felbrigg, (? Dobson) 52, (Scott) 
109 

Fellowes. James, 145 
Ferdinand^ Archduke (Seisenegger), 

13 

Fermor, Sir William (Dobson), 51 
Fernandi, F„ set* Imperiali 
Ferrers, B., 74 

Feversham, Earl of, (Soldi) 138 
Field of the Cloth of Gold, 4 
Fielding, Henry, 112, 122 
Figure paintings, 40 
Finch, Lady (Lely), 60 
Finding of Moses (Hayman), 136 
Firle Place, (Richardson) 99 
Fischer, Johann Christian (Gains¬ 
borough), 178; isS 
Fisher, Kitty (Cotes), 183 
Fisher, Kitty (Hone), 183; i6ja 
Fisher, Robert, 56 
Fiske, Nicholas (?dc Neve), 49 
Fitzalan, Thomas, Archbishop of 
Canterbury (?dc Kock), 24 
Fitzroy, Lady Barbara (Lely), 63; 
38a 

Fitzwilliam, First Lord (Eycke), 36 
Fitzwilliam, Lady (? Eycke), 36 
Fitzwilliam, William, Earl of 
Southampton (after Holbein), 9 
Five Senses (Mercier), 132 
Flagmen (Lely), 62, 93 
Flat pattern, in portraiture, 7, 8 
Flatnian, Thomas, 79 
Flaxman, on Romney, 211 
Flicke, Gerlach, 9, 13-14 
Floors Castle, (Richardson) 100, 
(Lely) 244(8)* 

Florence, 24T(5)‘» 

Flower Piece (Ferrers), 74 
Fontainebleau, 23 
Fonthill, (Hogarth) 119 
Force overcome by Wisdom and Pru¬ 
dence (Kctel), 23 
Ford, Miss (Gainsborough), 176 
Foreign painters, 14-151 23-4, 35^- 
41, 73 - 4 . 84 

Forest (Gainsborough), 173; 131 
Forge, The (Wright), 198 
Forteviot, Lord, (Wright) 69 
Fosse, Charles de la, 84 
Foundling Hospital, 113,114, 116, 
121, 122, 127. 137. 139. 141. 
164, 173; see also London 
Fountaine, Sir Andrew, (Pelle¬ 
grini) 85 

Four, Rene du, 82 

Four Times a Day (Hogarth), 121 


Fox, Charles (Maratta), 244(8)^ 
Foxc, Bishop (Corvus), 3 
Fragonard, J- H., 175 
Francis, Thomas, 75 
Frederick, Prince of Wales, see 
Wales 

FrediiRicton, Beaverbrook Art 
Gallery, (Mercier) 246(13)5, 
(Barry) 248(20)* 

Free Society of Artists, 134 
French influence, 113-14 
French painters, 84 
French style, 65-6 
Frercs, Theodore, 95 
Froben, 5 

Frobisher, Sir Martin (Kctel), 24, 25 
Frye, Thomas, 144 
Fryer, Leonard, 26 
Fuller, Isaac, 55-6 
Furiiii, F., 123 

‘Furniture pieces*, Gainsbor¬ 
ough’s, 174 

Fuseli, J. H., 147, 151, 171, 180, 
188, 189, 199, 200, 202, 203 

G 

Gainsborough, Thomas, 106, 113, 
116,127,132,136,137,142,144, 
147, 148, 149, 150, 152, 170-80, 
211, 213, 220, 225; on Rey¬ 
nolds, 152; Reynolds on, 170; 
Bust of Himself, 175 
Gainsborough*s Daughters Chasing 
a Butterfly (Gainsborough), 175 
Gainsborough*s Daughters with a 
Cat (Gainsborough), 175 
Gamble, Ellis, T17 
Gandy, James, 73 
Gandy, William, 155, 244-5(8)'* 
Gardiner, Christopher, 73 
Gardner, Daniel, 234-5 
Garlicke, see Flicke, G. 

Garr. Charles dc, 244(8)® 

Garrick, David, 185, 217, 218, 223 
Garrick and Mrs Bellamy in * Romeo 
and Juliet* (Wilson). 217 
Garrick between Tragedy and Com¬ 
edy (Reynolds), 158; 129 
Garrick and Mrs Cibber as Jaffier and 
Belvidera (Zoffany), 218 
Garrick as Hamlet (Wilson), 217 
Garrick as King Lear (Wilson), 217 
Garrick as Richard III (Dance), 184 
Garrick as Richard III (Hogarth), 
217 

Garrick in *The Farmer*s Return* 
(Zoffany), 218; 191a 
Garrick in *The Provoked Wife* 
(Zoffany), 219 

Garter, History of the Order of the 
(Van Dyck), 47 
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Garth, Sir Samuel (Kncllcr), 94; 
83b 

Gascars, Henri, 65-6, 242(6)'® 
Gascoigne, A. D. F., (Wheatley) 
221 

Caspars, John Baptist, 62, 90 
Gay, John, 115 
Geldorp, George, 39, 59, 60 
Generous Behaviour of the Chevalier 
Bayard (Penny), 196 
Genius (Kauffmann), 185 
Gciinari, Benedetto, 74 
Genre painting, 28, 197 fl'.; popu¬ 
lar, 109 

Gcntileschi, Orazio, 41, 81 
‘Gentle Shepherd’ (Ramsay), 210 
George, St (Rubens), 43 
George I, lOT 

George /, Landing of (I’hornhill), 86 
George II, 101 
George U (Pine), 185 
George II at Dettingen (Wootton), 
206 

George III, 163, 191, 219; ‘Peter 
Pindar* on, 183 
George 111 (Dance), 184 
George III (Gainsborough), 177 
Gerbicr, Sir Balthasar, 39, 60 
Gheeraerts, Marcus, 25, 26 
Ghirlandajo, Ridolfo, 5 
Gibson, Richard (Lely), 61 
Gibson, Thomas, 115 
Gillot, Claude, no 
GiJlray, James, 227 
Gilpin, Sawrey, 149, 206, 209, 210 
Gilpin, William, 210 
Giordani, Luca, 86, 210 
Girl, Head ofa (attr. Fuller), 241(5 )*® 
Girl with Kitten (Mercier), 132 
Girl with Pigs (Gainsborough), 
180; 160a 

Girl Plucking a Turkey (Walton), 
199 

Girl at a Spinning Wheel (Hay- 
man), 136 

Girl, Unknown (Gainsborough), 
T74 

Girtin, Thomas, 147, 225 
Gisze, George (Holbein), 7 
Gi amis Castle, (dc Wett) 80 
Glasgow Gallery, (Martin) 231 
Godfrey, Thomas (Hoogstracten), 
73 

Godfrey-Faussett, Sir Brian, 
(Hoogstracten) 73 
Godsalve, John and Thomas (Hol¬ 
bein), 6 

Going to Market: Early Morning 
(Gainsborough), 178 
Gomcrsall, Thomas, 73 
Good Samaritan, (Hogarth) 120 
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CiOodrkkt\ Sir Henry (Hill), 95 
(iooDWOOD, (Vogelarius) 28, 
(Gascars) 66, (Kncllcr) 92, 93, 
(Canaletto) 108, (Vanderbank 
125, (Stubbs) 208 
Gordon Castli:, (Alexander) 229 
Gorhambury, (Bacon) 39, (Huys- 
nians) 65 

CiosioMD Housii, (Wilson) 166, 
(Seton) 231 

George (Hone), 247(19)* 
Gouge, Edward, 91, 101 
Goiiffh, Family of Air Harry (Ver- 
elst), T33 

Ciower, George, 19, 20, 23; Self- 
portrait, 20, 23; 15a 
Goya, 124 

Grafton, Dtthe of (Kneller), 94 
Grafton, First t>/‘(Hawker), 72 
Graham Children (Hogarth), 122 
Graham, Airs, as Housemaid (Gains¬ 
borough), 179 
CJranimont, dc, on Lely, 63 
Granby, Lord, Relieoin'^ a Dis¬ 
tressed Soldier (Penny), 195 
Granby, Aianjuess (^’(Closterinan), 
95 

‘Cirand style’, 141, 156 
(Granges, David des, 38 
Grant, Sir Francis (Sinibert), 128; 
114 

Grant, A'lr, Skatiti^{> (Stuart), 215 
Granville, Amie (Huysnians), 65 
Gravelot, H. F. B., 113, 114, 126- 
127, 246(12)’, 132, T35, 136, 
172, 174 

Grebber, Peter de, 58 
Greek House at Weston, View of a 
(Hodges), 247 (17 j** 

Greeiibury, Richard, 49 
Grecnhill, John, 70-1, 232 
Greenwich Park (Stalbcnit), 40 
Grcnfelt, Admiral (Sandrart), 71 
Cjresham, Sir Thomas (Mercers 
Hall), 11, 12 

Greuze, 124, 197, 199, 200, 20T, 
221 

Grey, Earl (Romney), 213; idjb 
Grifficr, Jan (snr), 105-6 
Grifficr, Jan (jnr), 106 
Gridier, Robert, 106 
Griffin and Johnson in *The Alcliy- 
mist' (Blccck), 217 
Grimm, 188 

Grimsthorpe Casti-E, (Wissing) 
71, (Dahl) 97, (Hogarth) 121 
Gripsholm, (?van der Mculcn) 19 
Grisailles, van der Velde’s, 103 
Grisoni, Giuseppe, 144 
Guardi, F., 85 
C'lUcrcino, 41 


Guido, lOT 

Ciuildford, Sir Henry (Holbein), 6 
Guildford, Lady (Holbein), 7 
Gulliver and the Houyhnhnms (Gil¬ 
pin), 149, 210 
Guincrson, sec Gonicrsall 
Gunning Sisters (Hamilton), 188 
Gunton Park, (Eworth) 15 
Gwysaney, (Leigh) 49 

H 


IL, J., 242(6)** 

Hachten, Peter, 23 
Hadrian*s Villa (Wilson), 166; 141b 
Haj^arand fshmacl (Highmore), 127 
Hagley', (Wilson) 164 
IIacuje, The. (Holbein) 7, 8 
Hague (The) School, 31. 40 
Hale, Richard (Richardson), 99-100 
Hales, C^hristopher, 24 
Hales Family (Lely), 6 t 
H ales, sec Hayls 

Halifax, Earl of, (Reynolds) 159 
Ham House, (Lely) 61, (Wright) 
68, (Barlow) 77, (Paton) 80, 
(Ash field) 232 

Hambleden, Lord, (Scott) 108 
Harney, Dr Baldwin (Snclling), 73 
Hamilton, Duchess of (Reynolds), 
148, 149, 158 

Hamilton, Duke of, (Mytens) 
35, (Paton) 80, (Noric) 109, 
(Hamilton) 188, (Alexander) 
229 

Hamilton, First Duke if (Mytens), 

35; 

Hamilton, Gavin, 184, 188, 190, 
229 

Hamilton, Gawen, 115, 118, 133 
Hamilton, Hon. Charles (Gains¬ 
borough), 175 

Hamilton, Hugh Douglas, 234 
Hamilton, Lady, 213 
Hamilton, Lady Margaret, 79 
Hamilton, Sir William and Lady 
(Allan), 204 

Hamilton and Argyll, Duchess oj 
(Cotes), 183 

Hamilton Palace, (?Dobson) 52, 
(Schuncmann) 79 
Hampton Court, (attr. Vulpe) 4, 
(?vau Clevc) 5, (van Lecinput) 
8, (?Scrots) II, 12,13, (Eworth) 
17, (Custodis) 19, (Honthorst) 
39. (Gentileschi) 41, (Kneller) 
62, (Wright) 69, (Gennari) 74, 
(Streeter) 75, (l>ankcns) 76, 
(Verrio) 83, (Rousseau) 84, 
(Thornhill) 87, (Heemskerk) 
no 


Hampton Court Beauties (Kncllcr), 
93 . 97 

Hampton Court (Herefordshire), 
(Stevens) 105 
Hannemann, A., 39 
‘Hans, Master’, 6 
Harcourt, Viscount, (Kneller) 
94 

Harding, Francis, 109 
Hardwick Hall, (?Eworth) 17, 
22, 28 

Hardwicke, Lord, 171, 226 
FIarewood House, (Reynolds) 

159 

Hargrave, J., 245(8)*^ 

HarloFs Progress (Hogarth), 115 
119 

Harlow, G. H., 216 
Harris as Wolsey (Grecnhill), 232 
Hart, Emma, see Hamilton, Lady 
Harvest, Wagon (Gainsborough), 
178-9, 220 
Harvie, R., 230 

Hastings, Warren (Romney), 214; 
1S5 

Hatfield, 21, 26, (HoefnageJ) 28, 
(Gcldorp) 39 

Hatton, Sir Christopher, 25 
Haunce, see Eworth 
Hawker, Edward, 72 
Hawker, Thomas, 72 
Hay, Lord David (Kneller), 244(8^5 
Hay, William (Chalmers). 230 
Haydon, Benjamin, 88, 187, 190 
Hayls, John, 63-4, 68, 242(6^“ 
Haynian, Francis, 113, 114, 116, 
122, 126, 132, 135-7. ^73. 1S4. 
185, 217, 246(12)’ 

Head, Family of Sir Thomas (Soldi), 

138 

Fleathcote Flunting Group (Gardner) 

235 

Heathfield, Lord (Reynolds), 153, 
160; 135 

Hebe (Peters), 201 
Hector's Farewell to Andromache 
(Hamilton), 188; 170b 
Heemskerk, Egbert van, ios>-io 
Hecre, Lucas de, 23 
Heins, D., 144 
Heins, John Theodore, 144 
Helmont, van (Lely). 63; 37b 
Hengrave Hall, (Gower) 21, 
(Wright) 68 

Henley on Thames (Siberechts), 76 
Henrietta Maria, Queen, 35 
Henrietta A 4 aria, Van Dyck por¬ 
traits, 45-6 

Henrietta Alaria and Jeffrey Hudson 
(Mytens), 35 

Henry VI (Nat. Port. Ga]).), 3*. ta 
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Henry VII (Sittow). 2 
Henry VIJ (attr. Perreal), 2 
Henry VIII, 3; and Holbein, 7 
Henry VIII, Holbein portraits, 8, 9, 
T3; 4 

Henry VIII (Hampton Court), 5 
Henry the Pious, Duke of Saxony, i t 
Herbert, Lady Catherine, and her 
brother Robert (Ricliardson), 99 
Herbert of Cherbury, Lord (Larkin), 
38 

Herhhrt, Sir Sidney, (Scott) 104 
Hercules and Achelous (Stubbs), 208 
Hercules and the Hydra (Bacon), 40 
Hercules between Virtue and Vice 
(Reynolds), 158 

HERnroRD, Viscount, (Stevens) 
105 

Herne, William, 14 
Hero and Leander tapestries (Cleyn), 
40 

1 Icrtm, William, see Herne 
Herriahd Park, (Scott) 108 
Hertford, Frances, Marchioness of 
(Van Dyck), 47; 40a 
Hervey, Aufrustine, saying farewell 
to his Wife (Gravelot), 129 
Heskett, 38 
Heude, Nicholas, 83 
Hever Castle, (Hogarth) 11 S 
Hickey, Thomas, iSi 
‘Hicronimo’, 19 
Highland Chieftain, 69; 6S 
Highmore, Joseph, 85, 86, 113, 
114, TT5,116, 118, 121, 122. 125, 
126-7 

Higiinam Court, (Kettle) 186 
Hill, Thomas, 95 
Hill Hall (Essex), 28 
Hilliard, Nicholas, 18, 30, 21, 22- 
23, 27 

Hillingdon, Lord, (Romney) 
212 

Htnc:hingbrooke, (Hawker) 73, 
(Scott) 104 

Hinchliffe, Bishop (Peters), 202 
Historic Gallery, Bowyer’s, 151, 
^95 

History painting, 75, 113, 135, 
148,151,187 If., 197; Hogarth’s, 
120, 122; in Scotland, 203 
Hoare, Henry (Wootton), 206 
Hoare, Sir Richard (Cotes), 182; 
162a 

Hoare, Sir Richard Colt, 232 
Hoare, William, 112, 144, 175, 

194 

Hobart, Sir Henry, 33 
Hoby, Sir Edward, 34 
Hodges, William, 150, 168-9, 
247(i7)‘* 


Hoefnagel, Joris, 28 
Hogarth, William, 63, 88, 98 
104, 107, T09, 111-12, IT3, 114, 
115, ij6, 117-24, 126, 127,128, 
130, 131, 132, 136. 140, 148, 
T49, 15^. 153. 217, 237 
Hogarth*s Servants (Hogarth), 123- 
124, 175; 105 

Holbein, Hans, i, 5 ff., 12; Rey¬ 
nolds on, 7 

Holland, Lady (Ramsay), 143 
Hollar, Wenccslaus, 40, 47 
Holme, Randle, 38 
Holmes, Bridget (Riley), 90; So 
Holy Family (Dahl), 98 
Hondecoeter, G., 77, 110 
Hondius, Abraliam, 77 
Hone, Nathaniel, 150, 183-4; 

portraits, 183 
Honthorst, Gerrit, 39 
Hoogstraeten, Samuel van, 73 
Hope, Adrian (Alexander), 229 
Hope nursing Love (Reynolds), i s8 
HopirrouN House, (Allan) 204, 
(Wootton) 206 
Hoppner, John, 160. 215, 222 
Hornby Castle, (Cunney) 56 
Horneband, Gerald, 4 
Horneband, Luke, 4, 11 
Horses, paintings of, 205 tF. 
Horsham, Christ’s Hospital, 
(C:opley) 193 
Hoskins, John, 78 
Houbraken, ‘Heads’, 175 
Houghton House (Wilson), 167 
Houseman, sec Huysmans 
Houston, R., T32 
Howard, Hugh, 95-6, 112 
Howard, Henry, Farl of Surrey 
(Scrots), 13; g 

Howard, Mr, offering Relief to 
Prisoners (Wheatley), 221; 192a 
Howell, Mrs (Tilson), 96 
Howland, Mr and Mrs John (Riley), 
97 

Hoynck, Otto, 77 
Hubbert, 19 

Hudleston, Fr John (Huysmans), 65 
Hudson, Sir Roger and Lady 
(Richardson), Toi 
Hudson, I'homas, 91, 99, 114, 
115, 116, 118, 138, 139-40, 141, 
I55» I59» I 97 » 200, 201 
Hull, (Parmentier) 84 
Humble, Lady (Betts), 56 
Humphrey, Ozias, 234 
Hunter, Dr (Chamberlain), 184 
Hunter-Blair, Sir James, Family of 
(Allan), 204; jgoa 
Huntington, Lucy Countess of 
(Ghccracrts), 26 
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Hussey, Giles, 112 
Hussey, Lord (attr. 1 . W.), 24015)* 
Hutchinson, Colonel (Walker), 54; 
49a 

Hutchinson, Mrs (Walker), 54; 49b 
Hutton John, (Huysmans) 65 
Huysmans, Jacob, 63, 65-6, 68 
Hyde, Anne, and her Music Master 
(Lely), 60 

Hylas (Pellegrini), 85 
Hyi.ton, Lord, (Seymour) 206 
Hysing, Hans, 98, 140 

I 

Ibbetson, Julius Caesar, 225 
IcKwouTii, (Gravcloi) 24602)’ 
Idyll (Lely), 241(6)^ 
liCHiiSTEH, Earl of, (Hogartli) 119 
*-Iliad\ illustrations for (Hamilton), 
18S 

linperiali, I rancesco, T12, 140-1, 
144, 230 

Ingram, Sir Bruce, (Hworth) 16, 
(Keirinckx) 40 

Inside of a Stable (Morland), 22 5 
Interiors, architectural, 56 
Inveraray, (Ct>tcs) 183, (C’lpie) 
194 

Ipswich, C"]hristchurch Mansion, 
(Gainsborough) 175 
Irish House if Commons (Wheat- 
ley), 221 

Irwin, Arthur, yd Viscount (Bar- 
low), 77; 6 g 

Isham, Sir Justinian (Howard), 95 
Isham, Sir Thomas (Maratta), 
244 (8 )♦ 

Italian influences, 112-13, 154 
Italian painters, 85-6 

J 

Jackson, Gilbert, 38-9 
Jackson, John, 216 
Jacob and Rachel (Ramsay), 141 
‘Jacobethan* portraiture, iS 
Jacobsen, Theodore (Hudson), 139, 
141 

James I, portraits of, 26, 33 
James V and Mary of Guise, 28 
James VI (Bronkhorst), 28 
James, W., 109 
James Family (Devis), 134 
jamesone, George, 39, 41-2, 66 
Jarvis, Charles, jervas 
Jennings, Mrs Richard (Kiicllcr), 93 
Jersey, Earl or, (Rubens) 35 
jervas, Charles, 98, 99, 101-2, 
112, 125 

Jesser, Mrs Richard (Hoare\ 144 
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Jew, A (Opic), 194 
John of Gaunt (Hoby), 24 
Johnson, Adriaen, 239(3)^^ 
Johnson, Cornelius, 31 »3 5 . 3 ^’-?* 4 ^ 
Johnson, Thomas, 56-7 
Jones, E. Peter, Collection, 2t 
Jones, Inigo, 33. 5^ 

Jones, T., 37 
Jones, Thomas, 168 
Joiigh, Claude dc, 40 
Jonson, Cornelius, sec Johnson, 
Cornelius 

Judi^cment of Solomon (Toto), 5 
Judges (Wright), 68 
Judith (Lely), 241(6)'* 

Jupiter and lo. Story of (Aniigoni), 
88 

K 

Kauffmaun, Angelica, 150, 184, 

185 

Kcirinckx, Alexander, 40 
Kcmpenfeldt, Admiral (Kettle), 186 
Kent, William, 88, 107, 112 
Kenwood, (dejongh) 40 
Keppcl, Admiral Viscount, 155 
Keppel, Commodore (Reynolds), 
141, 156; J2S 

Kerseboom, Frederick, 24518)0 
Kerseboom, Johann, 245(8)0 
Kctcl, Cornclis, 23-4, 25 
Kettle, Tilly, 150, 186 
Kew Palace, (Bogdany) 110 
Keyser, Thomas dc, 52 
Killigrcw, Anne, 72 
Killi^rcw, Thomas (Sheppard), 56 
Killijirew and Carew (Van Dyck), 
47 ; 3 Sh 

Killingbeck, Benjamin, 209 
Kimbolton, (Pellegrini) 85 
King, Samuel, 245(8)0 
King, Bishop (Locky), 19 
King Hcrod*s Dam and Brood (Gil¬ 
pin), 210 

King Lear in the Storm (Runcinian), 
149; 174a 

King Lear in the Storm (Stothard), 
202 

Kings, early portraits of, 2 
Kingsmill Family, Lady of (John¬ 
son), 37; 34a 

Kingston Lacy, (Lely) 242(6)-*, 
(Grccnhill) 232 

Kinnaird Castle, (Jamesone) 41 
Kirkhy portraits, 17 
Kirktown, Mrs (Scougall), 79 
Kit Cat series (Kncller), 93-4 
Kitley, Bastard collection, 
(Knellcr) 29 

Knapton, George, 99, 112, 114, 
J 16, 182, 233 


Kncller, Sir Godfrey, 62, 69, 82, 
87, 90, 9 i“ 4 , 244(8)*, IT I, 113, 
114, 152-3; Ills studio, 94 
Knole, (Scrots) 12, (dc Neve) 40, 
(Reynolds) 158, (Dance 184 
Knowsley, (Cradock) 110 
Knox, John (Vanson), 28 
Knytf, Leonard, 105 
Kock, Lucas Cornclisz dc, 24-5 
Koninck, Philips de, 167 
Kratzer, Niklaus (Holbein), 6 
Kytson, Lady (Gower), 20 
Kytson, Sir Thomas (Gower), 20 

L 

L ACOCK, (?Hayles) 242(6)” 

Lacy, John, in Three Roles (Hamp¬ 
ton Court), 69 

Lady and Child (dcs Granges), 38 
Lady and Gentleman, Unknown 
(Gainsborough), 174 
Lady, Unknown (Cotes), 183; i62h 
Lady, Unknown (Milton Park), 10; 
6 b 

Lady, Unknown (Soest), 64; 62h 
Lady Winding Wool and Gentle- 
man Drawing (Pond), 138 
Lady*s Last Stake (Hogarth), 123 
Laguerre, Louis, 83-4, 86, 87 
Lairesse, Gerard dc, 51, 153 
Lais (Holbein), 6 
Lambert, George, 104, 106-7, 

162, 164, 167 

Lamport, (Stone) 53, (Howard) 
95-6, (Maratta) 244(8)“• 
Landscape painting, 28, 75-6, 

105-6, 162; first British, 39; 
Stuart, 40, 56; ‘portraits in’, 59; 
oil, 106 

Landscape with a Haruest Wagon 
(Wheatley), 220 

Landscape with a Hermit (Runci- 
man), 203 

Lane, John, collection, (Betts) 
56 

Lanier, Nicholas, 39 
Lankrink, P. H., 62, 75 
Lanscroon, Gerard, 82, 83 
Largillicrre, Nicholas dc, 62, 74 
Larkin, William, 38 
Laroon, Marcellus, snr, 244(8)*, 
1X5 

Laroon, Marcellus, Jnr, 132-3 
La Tour, Quentin dc, 234 
Lauderdale, Duke of (Riley), 91; 86a 
Lauderdale, James, 7th Earl of (Rey¬ 
nolds), 157; 130 
Laundry Maids (Morland), 224 
Lauinia, pictures of (Morland), 224 
Lavinia and Acasto (Penny), 196 


Lawrence, Sir Thomas, 147, 151, 
160, 215, 216 

Leaning the Kennel (Wootton), 
206; 1780 

Lc Blon(i, J. C., 113 
Lebrun, Charles, 83, 84, 88 
Lecce, (attr. Verrio) 82 
Lecherous Friar (Hayman), 136 
Lee, Sir Henry (Moro), 15 
Leeds, (Walker) 54, 241(5)'*, 
(Wilson) 217; Temple Newsam, 
(Barlow) 77, (Wootton) 106, 
(Mcrcicr) 132 
Lecniput, R. van, 8, 48 
Leicester, Earl of (Zuccaro), 24, 25, 
238(3)’ 

Leicester, Philip Earl of (Kncller), 
93; 84a 

Leicester, Art Gallery, 
(Hogarth) 119, (Cotes) 182 
Leigh, Antony (Knellcr), 93 
Leigh, T., 49 

Leigh, Theophilus, Fine Children of 
(Hawkes), 72 

Leigh, Thomas, Lord (Stone), 53; 
44a 

Leighton, Lord, 92 
Lely, Sir Peter, 54, 58-63, 68, 82, 
139; his studio, 62, 70-1; Huys- 
mans and, 65; subject pictures, 
241(6)-*; and Kncller, 93 
Lc Neve, see Neve 
Leningrad, (Jones) 168 
Leon, Sir George (Gheeraerts), 26 
Leopold William, Archduke, 67 
Le Sueur, £., 212 
Lievens, J., 39 

Life-Class at the Royal Academy 
(Zoffany), 220, 221; igoh 
Light, study of, 197-8 
Ligne, de, family (? Peake), 27 
Lillcy, Edmund, 96 
Lincoln, Three Sons of gth Earl of 
(Hoarc), 144 

Lincoln Cathedral, (Damini) 85 
Lindo, F., 230 

Lindow, Mr and Mrs (Romney), 
212 

Lindsey, Children of 2nd Earl of 
(Hayls), 63 

Lion denouring a Horse (Stubbs), 
209 

Lion seizing a Horse (Stubbs), 208 
Lion slaying a Horse (Stubbs), 208 
Liotard, Jean-£ticnne, 233-4, 
246(12)’ 

Lisburne, Earl of, (Wright) 68 
Literary source painting, 125 
Literary subjects, 114 
Little Children Brought to Christ 
(Wills), 137 
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•Little Dutch Landscapes*, Gains¬ 
borough’s, 174 

Littleton, Sir Timothy (Wright), 
243 (6 

LivI'RPool, 9, (Wilson) 166 
Lloyd, H encage, and his Sister 
(Gainsborough), 174 
Lloyd-Baker, Miss, (Zoffany) 
220 

Lock, William, 164 
Lock, Mrs William, 200 
Lockince, Loyd Coixection, 
(Opic) 194 
Locky, 19 

Lomazzo, G. P., 51, 153 
London Bridge, Old (dejongh), 40 
London Bridge, Old (Scott), 108 
London from Richmond House 
(Canaletto), 108 
London views, 108 
London: Bank, of England, 
(Scott) 108; British Associa¬ 
tion, (Wright) 198; British 
Museum, (Zuccaro) 24, (Thoni- 
hill) 86, 87, (Byng) 244(8)**; 
Buckin(;ham Palace, (Hont- 
horst) 39, (Rubens) 43, (Van 
Dyck) 45, (Wright) 68, (Rey¬ 
nolds) 154, (Gainsborough) 178, 
(Zoffany) 219; Burlington 
House, (Ricci) 86, (Kauffmann) 
185; Charterhouse, (Kneller) 
93; Chelsea Hospital Chapel, 
(Ricci) 86; Courtauld Insti¬ 
tute of Art, (? Wright) 4, 
(Lely) 62; Devonshire House, 
(Laguerre) 83; Dulwich Gal¬ 
lery, (Fuller) 241 (5 >20, (Lely) 60, 
(Greenhill) 70, (Hogarth) 122, 
(Knapton) 129, (Gainsborough) 
174, (Wilson) 217; Foundling 
Hospital, (Hogarth) 121, (Hay- 
man) 136; Garrick Club, 
(Grisoni) 144, (Mortimer) 200, 
219, (van Blceck) 217, (Van- 
dergucht) 219; Greenwich, 
National Maritime Museum, 
(? Holbein) 6, (Hilliard) 22, (dc 
Critz) 26, 28; (Mytens) 33, 34, 
35. (Dobson) 51. (Lely) 62. 63, 
(Gascars) 66, (Greenhill) 70, 
(Thornhill) 86, (Kneller) 93, 
(Dahl) 98, (van de Velde) 103, 
(Monamy) 104, (Brooking) 104, 
(Hudson) 139, (Reynolds) 
141, 155, 156, (Wilson) 164, 
(Hodges) 169. (Chamberlin) 
184, (Kettle) 186, (Abbott) 216; 
Guildhall, (Lely) 61, (Wright) 
68 , (Copley) 193. (Opie) 195; 
Hutchinson House, (Cham¬ 


berlin) 184, (Stubbs) 208; 
former India Opncj-, (Scott) 
104, (Lambert) 107, (Romney) 
214; Kensington Palace, 
(Wouters) 56, (Kent) 88, (Riley) 
90, (Kneller) 93, (Rilcy-Clostcr- 
man) 94, (West) 192, 248(20)*; 
Lincoln’s Inn, (Hogarth) 123; 
Marlborough House, (Gcn- 
tileschi) 41, (Laguerre) 83, 
(Knapton) 129; Mercers’ Hall, 
(?Scrots) II. 12; Merchant 
Taylors’ Hall, 5, (? Mallory) 
72, (Murray) 100; Middle 
Temple Hall, 5, (Leigh) 49; 
Mitre 'I'avern, Fleet Street, 
(Fuller) 55; Montagu House, 
84; National Gallery, (Hol¬ 
bein) 7, 8, (Bettes) 10, 11, 
(Moretto) 12, (Van Dyck) 46, 
(Dobson) 50, (?Dobson) 52, 
(Lely) 63, (Hogarth) 122, 123, 
130, (Lawrence) 147, (Rey¬ 
nolds) 153, (Wilson) 166, 
(Gainsborough) 173, 175, 178, 
179, (Cotes) 183, (Walton) 199, 
(Hoppner) 215, (Zoffany) 220, 
(Morland) 224, 225; National 
P oRTRArr Gallery, 1-2, 3, 

(Holbein) 8, (? Scrots) 12, 
(F^lickc) 14, (More) 15, 21, 
28, (Mytens) 35, (dc Neve) 
40, (dc Critz) 48, (Walker) 
54, (Fuller) 55, 24T(5)’«. (Lely) 
61, (Hayls) 63, (Socst) 64, 
(Huysmans) 65, (Wright) 67, 
(Kneller) 92, 93, (Richard¬ 

son) 100, (Jervas) 101, (Mercicr) 
115, 131, (Highmore) 126, 

(Dandridgc) 127, (Bcarc) 128, 
(Hamilton) 133, (Hayman) 136, 
(Gainsborough) 175, (Hone) 
11 ^ 3 . (Opie) 194, (Stuart) 214, 
(Abbott) 216, (Wheatley) 221; 
Painter - Stainers* Hall, 
(Aggas) 75; Richmond House, 
(Romney) 212; Royal Aca¬ 
demy, (Hone) 183, (Chamber¬ 
lin) 184-5; Royal College 
of Physicians, (Snelling) 73, 
(Ldley) 96, (Richardson) 100, 
(Hudson) 139-40; StBartholo- 
MEw’s Hospital, (Hogarth) 
120; St James’s Palace, (Wis- 
sing) 71; St Michael’s Corn- 
hill, (Streeter) 75; St Paul’s, 
(Thornhill) 87; Soane Museum, 
(Hogarth) 120,123; Society of 
Antiquaries, 2, (Eworth) 16; 
Society of Arts, (Barry) 189; 
Tate Gallery, (Bettes) 10, 
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(Souch) 38, (Fuller) 55, (Wright) 
69, (Highmore) 114, 126, 127, 
(Hogarth) 122, 123, 149, 

(Devis) 134, (Reynolds) 157, 
(Wilson) 164, 166, (Marlow) 
t68 , (Gainsborough) 177, 178, 
(Copley) 193, (Wright) 198. 
199, (Mortimer) 200, (Romney) 
212, (Morland) 224, (Hayman) 
246(13)*3;VKnoRiA and Albert 
Museum, 130, (Hayman) 137, 
(attr. Fuseli) 171, (Sandby) 
227; Waii.act: Collection, 
(Reynolds) 158; Whitehall, 
(Holbein) 8 

Long Mei.ford, (Eworth) 237f2)®. 

(dc Neve) 240(5)*^ 

Longford C'astle, (Johnson) 37. 
(Scott) 108 

Longlcat (Sibcrechts), 76 
Longleat, (Wootton) 206 
Loo, Het, (Parmentier) 84 
Los Angeles, County Museum, 
(Scrots) 13 
Loten, Jan, 75 
Lothian, Lord, 74 
Lothian, Marquess of, trusiees, 
(Blijcnbcrch) 32, (Huysmans) 
65, (Clostcrman) 95 
Lothian, ist Marquess of (Scougall), 
79 

Lothian, Marchioness of (Scougall), 
79 

Louis XIV, 187 

Loutherbourg, Philip James dc, 
223-4, 236 

Lovelace, Lord (Laroon), 244 f8)* 
Lovelace, Richard, 59-60 
Lower orders, picturesqueness of, 
221 

Lowther Castle, (Cunney) 59, 
(Lely) 241~2<6'>* 

Lucas, Baroness, Collection. 

(Mytens) 34, (Scott) 109 
Lucas, Sir Charles (Dobson), 51 
Lucretia, Death of (Pellegrini), 85 
Lugano, Thyssen Collection, 8 
Lugt, Mr (Largillierrc), 74 
Luke, St, Academy of, 66-7 
Lumicy, John, Lord (van dcr 
Mculen), 19 

Lumicy, Lady (van dcr Mculen), 19 
Lumley Castle, (van dcr Mculen 

19 

‘Lumicy inventory’, 237(2)*, 19 
Lunar Society, 197 
Luti, Benedetto, 88, 112 
Lutterell, Edward, 232 
Luttrell, Sir John (Eworth), 15-16, 
17; 12 

Lyzardc, Nicholas, 15 
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M 

Macklin, 151, 188 
Macleody Norman^ 22nd Chief q, 
(Ramsay), 141, 153, 156; 124 
Macro, Dr Cox, 133 
Madonna, after Caracci (Wright), 
66 

Madonna della Sedia (Raphael), 212 
Madrid, (Titian) 12, 54, (Moro) 
14, (Van Dyck) 50 
Madruzzo Cristoforo (Titian), 12 
Magdalen (Lely), 241-216 
Maher, J., (Hone) 247(19)2 
Alaid of Corinth (Wright), 199 
Mailhey, Bertrand du, 82 
Mai.ahide Castle, (Wright) 69 
Afd//, The, St James' Park (CJains- 
borough), 179 
Mallory, Robert, 72 
Malthy, George (Bcccliey), 216 
Maltravers, Lord, 14 
Man (1593), 27 

Man, Unknoum (HesaiK^-oii), 237(1 
Man, Unknoum (Beilin), 35 
Adan, Unknoum (Hogarth), 122 
Man, Unknoum (Holbein), 10 
Man, Unknown (Moretto), 11 
Man, Unknoum (Petworth), 25 
Man with Bald Head (Greenhill), 70 
Manchester, (Souch) 38, (Devis) 
135. (Wilson) 166, (Hone) 183 
Manchester, Charles, 1st Duke of, 
84, 85 

Manchester, Duchess of, and her Son 
(Reynolds), 158 
Mander, van, 8 

Mannerists, French, 23; Roman, 
24, 27 

Mantua collection, 34 
Manuals of painting, 51 
Maratta, Carlo, 92, 95, 112 
Maratta (Riley), 95 
March of the Guards towards Scot-’ 
land (Hogarth), 123 
Marchesini, Antonia, 89 
Marchi (Reynolds), 111, 186 
Marchment, Lady (Scougall), 
244 (6 

Alaria (Wright). 199 
Marine painting, 103 ff. 

Marivan opening the Tombs of his 
Ancestors (Wright), 198; 176 
Mark Anthony, Death of (Dance), 
184 

Marlborough, Daughters of Duke of 
(Richardson), 101 
Marlborough, Duchess of, on Scc- 
nian, 128 

Marlborough, Duchess of, and Child 
(Reynolds), 154 


Marlborough, Duchess of, and Lady 
Fitzhardinge (Kncller), 93; dyb 
Marlborough, Duke and Duchess of, 
and Children (Riley), 95 
Marlborough, 2nd Duke of, and 
Family (Hudson), 159 
Marlborough, Family of Duke of 
(Reynolds), 159; jjjj 
Marlow, William, 168 
Marriage a la Mode (Hogarth), 122, 
126; 102 

Mars and Venus (Eworth), 15 
Mars Reposing on the Lap of Venus 
(Verrio), 83 

Marshall, Ben, 205, 210 
Martin, Sir Alec, 247(i7)-» 
Martin, I >avid, 231 
Mary, Princess, 10 
Mary, Princess (Becchey), 216; 

1 dga 

Alary Tudor, Princess (Corvus), 3 
Mary, Princess (van dcr Faes), 
241(61’ 

Alary, Princess (Hoppner), 215, 
216; iSgb 

Mary, Queen (Moro), 14; joa 
Mary, Queen of Hungary, 11-12 
Mary, Queen of Scots, 28 
Adary Tudor (Eworth), 16; 10b 
Maryland, State of, (Socst) 64, 
242(61*+ 

Mascall, Edward, 56 
Mason, William (Doughty), 161 
Masucci, Agostino, 188 
Maubart, James, 344-5(8)9 
May, Hugh, 61 
Mead, Dr (Ramsay), 141; 121 
Medina, John Baptist, 102; self- 
portrait, 102; goa 
Medina, Sir John, 231 
Medina, jnr, 102 

Medor and Angelica (Pellegrini), 85 
Medlycott, Mr (Gainsborough), 177 
Meeting of Henry VTII and Maxi¬ 
milian, 4 

Mclan, Claudio, 67 
Melbourne and Millbanke. families 
(Stubbs), 209; 182 
Melbourne Hall, (Closterman) 
101, (Highmore) 126, (Gains¬ 
borough) 179 

Melbury, (Amigoni) 89, (Hill) 
95. (Maratta) 244(8)+, (Ramsay) 
143, (Pond) 233 

Mellerstain, (Scougal) 
79, 244(6)**, (Richardson) 100, 
(Ramsay) 141 

Melrose, Earl of (rjamesone), 42 
Melton Constable, (Peake) 27 
Melville, George, Earl of (Medina), 
102 


Melville House, (Knellcr studio) 
243(6)3*, (Bakkcr) 344(8)* 
Mengs, Raphael, 188, 190, 233 
Mcrcier, Philip, 113, 114-15, 127, 
130, 131-2 

Mercury presenting the Head of 
Argus to Juno (Amigoni), 88; 79 
Mercs, Francis, 19 
Merevalf. Hall, (le Neve) 49, 
(Borsselaer) 69 
Meulen, Steven van dcr, 19 
Mezzotints, 144 
Middactiten, (Lely) 59 
Middle Classes, as patrons, 114 
MiDDLirroN, Lord, (Gower) 20, 
(Siberechts) 76 

Midsummer Afternoon with a 
Methodist Preacher (Louthcr- 
bourg), 233; ig2b 
Miercvelt, M. J., 31, 34, 63 
Mignard, 66 
Mijn, F. van der, 239 
Milan, Duchess (f (Holbein), 8, 12 
Milkmaid and Farmer's Boy (Gains¬ 
borough), 178; 147b 
Millais, Sir John, 159 
Millar, William, 230 
Milton Park, Fitzwili.iam 
collection, 10, ((Jower) 
20, (Mytens) 3 s, (Eycke) 36, 
(Van Dyck) 44, (Walker) 54. 
(Griflier) 106 

Minerva and Arachne (Pellegrini), 85 
Miniatures, 17, t8 fL, 36, 78-9, 80, 
144, 223 

Modena, (Gascars) 242(6)*9 
Mohun, Lord (Knellcr), 94 
Molyneux, Lady (Gainsborough), 

T50, 177 

Moinpcrs, J. de, 162, 24707)“ 
Monatny, Peter, 103, 104 
Monk, General (Lely), 241 (5)*** 
Monmouth, Duke of (Kncller), 92, 
244(8)5; 82 

Monnoyer, Baptiste, 84 
Montacute, (Gardner) 235 
Montagu, Ralph, ist Duke of, 83, 
84 

Montagu, Duchess of (Gainsbor¬ 
ough), 177 

Montagu, Lady Mary Worthy 
(Richardson), 100 
Moiitingo, Antonio, 82, 84 
Montrose, Duchess of (Rammay), 143 
Montrose, Duke of, (Dobson) 51 
Montrose, Marquess of (Dobson), 51 
Montrose, Marquess of (jamesone), 
41 ; :t 5 b 

Moonlight Scene (Wright), 198; 17/4 
Moor Park (Wilson), 167 
Moor Park, (Amigoni) 88 
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‘Moral subjects’, 2ou; Hogartli’s, 
120, 124 

Moray, liar I of, 30; jOh 
Moray, Eari. or, 29 
More, Jacob, J09 
More, Sir Thomas, on Holbein, 6 
More, Sir Thomas (Holbein), 6; 2 
More, Sir Thomas, luvnily f>/'(Hol¬ 
bein), 6, 17, 19 
Moretto, 11 

Mor<;an, Mrs Vauouan, (Jones) 

37 

Morland, Get>rge, 224-5 
Morland, Henry, 132, 151, 220, 
224 

‘Morning Post’, 147 
Morninyt Walk (Gainsborough), 
178, 213 ;157 

Moro, Antonio, 12, 14-15 
Moroni, 12 

Morphey, Garret, 244-5(8)^ 
Mortimer, John Hamilton, 150, 
192, 200-1, 219 
Mortlake Tapestry works, 40 
Moses brought before Pharoah's 
Daughter (Hogarth), 123 
Mosinun, William, 230 
Mother ami Child (Greenhill), 70 
Mo i i iSFONT Akuey, (dcs Granges) 

38 

M O U N T li A TTEN, C O U N TES S 

(Wright) 198 

Mount Eoccumbe, (Cumney) sb 
Mountjoy, Lord, on Henry Vlll, 6 
Mount Stuart, (Ramsay) 143, 
(Reynolds) 159 

Mount Stuart, Lord, as a Harrow 
Archer (Ramsay), 143 
‘Mourning over the Dead Christ’, 
192 

Mouth of the Thames (Gains¬ 
borough), 179 

Mui.(;rave Casile, (Worsdale) 
244 (8)» 

Murdoch, George (Martin), 231; 
jSSb 

Murillo, 180 

Murray, Thomas, 91, 100 
Musical Party (Laroon), 133 
Muswell Hill with Mitichenden 
House (Wilson), 167 
Mytens, Daniel, 31, 33-6, 37, 64 
My tens, Jan, 58 
Mythological painting, 17 

N 

Natmau Hall and Park (Sibcrcchts), 
76 

Naples, Jesuit Colle<;h (Verrio) 
82 


Nakioro, (IVJJegrini) 85, 88 
N.isinytli. A., 221 
Naiioiiy (Gennari), 74 
Naral i)ffuer (Cireenhill), 70; 70a 
Naval Officer and his Son (Cdiam- 
berlin), 1S4 
Naval painting, 103 iT 
Nelson, Lord (Abbott), 216 
Ne notirs, Due de (‘Fliccus’), 237(2 
Nesbit, Alexander, 66 
Nessus and Dcjanira (Pellegrini), 

85 ^ 

Neve. C'omelis de, 49 
Neve, Cornelius, de, 39 
Neve, Jerome, 240(5)* 

N I: w H a I- r L h Abbe y, (Coll ler, 
I'errers, Roestraeten) 74 
Newcastle, I^ukeoe, (Hoare) 144 
Newmarket, 205 
Newmarket Heath (Devis), 134 
Neu’ton, Sir Isaac (Murray), 100 
New York, (Holbein) 7, 10, 
(Mytens) 35; Erick Gallery, 
(Holbein) 6, 7, (Ciainsborough) 
179; Metropolitan Museum, 
(Lely) 242(6)7, (?Dandridgc) 
127; Stillman collection, 
(Titian) t2 

Nicholas de Modena, 4 
Niinu'gcfi, Commissioners for Peace 
Treaty at (G a scars), 66 
Niobe (Wilson), t66; 142 
Nisbei, Sir John (Paton), 80 
Nobleman, Unknown (Hickc), 13 
Noel Girls, the Three (Dandridge), 
127 

Nollckens, Joseph Francis, 113, 

132 

Norfolk, Duchess of (Eworth), 16 
Norfolk, Duke of (?Wright). 
242-3(6)** 

Norfolk, Thomas, Duke of 
(Eworth), 16 
Norie, James, snr, 109 
Noric, James, jnr, 109 
Norie, Robert, 109 
Normanby, Marquess oe, 
(Zoffany) 219 

Northampton, Lari ()/'(L^obson), 51 
Northampton, Marquess oe, 
(Moro) 14 

Northcotc, James, 160, 187, 194, 
T95, on Ramsay, 140, 142, 158; 
quoted, 148 

Northumberland, Duke of (Sir 
Hugh Smithson), 108 
Northumberland, Duke or, 2 
Northumberland, Algernon, Earl oj 
(Lely after Van Dyck), 59 
Northumberland, Elizabeth Countess 
of (Lely), 63; 5Sb 
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Northumberland, Hugh, Duke of, 
(Barry), 189; 107 
Northumberland, Hugh, Duke of 
and His ‘Put or Air Lipyati 
(Dance), 184; 164 
North WICK Park, 40 (?Nolle- 
kens) 132 

Nos CELL Priory, (Holbein) 6, 19, 
(Mytens) 34, (Pickering) 145 
Nottingham, Lord, on Kneller, 94 
Nottin(;ham, (Wright) 68, 
(Wilson) 166, (Wheatley) 220 
Nottingham, Earl of (Kneller), 
242(8)' 

Nottingham, Earl of (M y tens), 3 3,3 4 
Nottingham, Earl of (Wright), 

243(6)-'o 

Nottingham and the Trent (Sibe- 
rcchts), 76; 7 7 

‘Novels in paint’, Hogarth’s, 114 
Nugent, Earl (Gainsborough), 176 
Nunejiam Courtenay, (Custodis) 
20, (de Critz) 26 
Nuni, Peter de, 230 

o 

O the Roast Reef of Old England 
(Hogarth), 123; 10 j 
O'Brien, Nelly (Reynolds), 158 
Old Lady (Johnson), 36 
Oldham, Mr and his Priends (High- 
more), 114; 127; 107 
Oliver, Isaac, 18, 23, 25, 26, 27-9, 

3X 

Oliver, Peter, 78 
Omai (Reynolds), 150 
O’Neil, Lord, (Reynolds) 159 
Onslow, Lord, 77 
Opie, John, 151, 187, 194-5 
Orange, Prince and Princess (•/■(U-ly). 
241 ( 6)3 

Orange, William, Prince of (Wis- 
siiig). 71 

Origin of Painting (Allan), 203 
Origitt of Painting (Runciman), 203 
Orleans, Duchess of, 66 
Ornatus niuliebris an glicanus*, 47 
Orrery, The (Wright), 198 
Osborne, L^orothy, on Lely, 61 
Osborne, John, 38 
Oslo, Hamsteen collection, 
(Tilson) 96 

Ossian ceiling, Penicuik, 150, 203 
Oswald, Mrs (Zolfany), 220 
Ottawa, (Eworth) 16. (West) 
248(20)*, (Loutherbourg) 223 
Overton House, (Socst) 64 
Owen, William, 216 
Owl Mocked by Small Birds (Bar- 
low), 77; 74 
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Oxcndcn^ Sir John (Grccnhill), 70 
Oxford^ Countess of (van Sonicr), 
32 

Oxford^ Robert, Bari of (Richard¬ 
son), 99 

Oxford, (Taylor) 73, (Wilson) 
165; All Souls, (Thornhill) 
87; Ashmolean Museum, 
(Bacon) 39, (dc Critz) 48, (Lc 
Neve) 49, (Walker) 53, (Bcl- 
lucci) 85, (Riley) 91, (Penny) 
196, (Thrumpton) 232; Bod¬ 
leian Library, (Kctcl) 24, 
(Ghceraerts) 26, (Fuller) 55, 
(Riley) 91. (Richardson) 100; 
Christ Church, (Walker) 54, 
(Riley) 90, (Richardson) 99; 
Corpus Christi, (Corvus) 
3; Examination Schools, 
(Lanier) 39, (Fisher) 56; Mag¬ 
dalen College, (Greenbury) 
49. (Wright) 68, (Greenhiil) 
232; New College Chapel, 
(Reynolds) 158; Queen’s Col¬ 
lege, 24, (Fuller) 55, (Murray) 
100; St John’s College, (Mur¬ 
ray) 100; Siieldonian Theatre, 
(Streeter) 75, 81; Town Hall, 
(Heemskerk) 110; Wadham 
College, (Laroon) 24418)* 

P 

Padovanino, 86 

Pagan and Monarch (Stubbs), 210 
‘Pamela’ (illustrated Highmore), 
114, 126 

Pamela telling a Nursery Tale (High- 
more), 126; to6 
Pan, Barthclemy du, 115, 133 
Pannini, Giovanni, 109, 134 
Parham, (Scrots) 12, (?Moro) 14, 
(Ketel) 24, (Johnson) 37, (Lely) 
60, (Barlow) 77, (Riley- 
Closterman) 91, (Kneller) 93, 
(Scott) 104 

Parker, Sir John (Custodis), 19 
Paris, Louvre, (Holbein) 6, 8. 13; 
(Pot) 39. (Van Dyck) 45, 
(Fuller) 55, (Lely) 241-2(6)'* 
Parmentier, James, 84 
Pasquin, Anthony, 147 
Passe, de, 19 
Pastel portraits, 232 C 
Paston family, 2 
Poston, Sir William, 52 
Pastorals, 113 
Patch, Thomas, 247(16)* 

Pater, J. B. J.. 132 
Paton, David, 80 
Patronage, 187 


Paul, St, Stories from the Life of 
( Thornhill). 87 

Paul before Felix (Hogarth), 123 
Peake, Robert, 25, 28-9 
Pearson, Hon. Cuve, (Ketel) 24 
Pearson, Hon. Mrs. Clive, see 
Parham 

Peart, Henry, 244-5 (8)* 

‘Pcinturc morale*, 113 
Pell, Walter (Mallory), 72 
Pellegrini, Giaiiantonio, 84, 85, 88, 

113 

Pembroke, yd Earl of (Blijcnbcrch), 

32 

Pembroke family (Van Dyck), 48 
Penicuik, (ScougaU) 79, (Aik- 
man) 102, (Runciman) 150, 
(Alexander) 203 
Penni, Bartholomew, 4-5 
Pennington portraits (Gardner), 235 
Penny, Edward, 112, 149, 185, 
188, 195-6 

Penshurst, (?de Kock) 24. 25, 
(Ghceraerts) 26, (Lely) 60, 241- 
242(6)^, (Wissing) 71, (Kneller) 
93, (Highmore) 126 
Pepys, on Lely, 63 
Pepys, Samuel (Hayls), 63 
Percy Children, The (Stuart), 215 
Period costume, 151 
Perreal, Jean, 2 
Perrier, Fram^ois, 55 
Perronneau, 234 
Perry, Mrs (Highmore), 126 
Perryer Family (Lely), 61 
Perseus, Story of (attr. Clcyn), 41 
‘Persian Vest* (Soest), 64 
Personality of sitter, 153 
Perspective of a Corridor (Hoog- 
straten), 74 

Perspective of a Courtyard (Hoog- 
straten), 74 

Pesne, Antoine, 113, 131 
Peterborough, Earl of (Dobson), 51 
Peters, M. W., 150, 201-2 
Petworth, 13. 25, (attr. Eworth) 
237(2)’, (Neve) 240(5)’, (Lely) 
59, (Penny) 196 
Petworth Beauties (Dahl), 97 
Phelps, Richard, 145 
Philadelphia, (Hogarth) 119 
Philip, Arthur (Wheatley), 221; 
164b 

Philips, Charles, 115, 130, 133 
Philosopher (Kneller), 92 
Philosophers (Walker), 55 
Piazzetta, 144 
Pickering, Henry, 145 
Pierce, Edward (Fuller), 55 
Pierson, Major, Death of (Copley), 

193 


‘Pindar, Peter*, 147, sec also Wol- 
cot, John 

Pine, Robert Edge, 99-100, 200 
Pine, R., jnr, 247-8(19)’ 

Piozzi, Mrs, on Gainsborough, 179 
Piping Boy (Hone), 183 
Plymouth, (Laroon) 244(8)* 
Plymouth, Earl or, collection, 
(? Moro) 15, (van Sonier) 32 
POCHIN FAMILY (I.W.F.), 49 
‘Poet’s Gallery*, Macklin’s, 151, 
188, 202 

Pole, Sir John and Lady (Hudson), 

139; 

Polixenes and Camillo in the Shep¬ 
herd* s Cottage (Wheatley), 221 
Polwarth,Patrick,Lord (Scougal), 79 
Poly graphic reproduction, 224 
Polyphemus (Gouge), loi 
Pond, Arthur, 112, 114, 116, 138, 

233 

Pontefract Castle (attr. Vincke- 
boons), 40 

Pool of Bethesda (Hogarth), 120 
Pope, Alexander, 101 
Pope, Alexander (Kneller), 94 
Port Eliot, (Reynolds) 153 
Port Sunlight, (Reynolds) 148, 
158, (Wilson) 166, (Stubbs) 209 
Porter, Endymion (Dobson), 50; 47 
Portland, Duke of, ( 13 obson) 
51, (Barret) 168 

Portman, Viscount, (Gainsbor¬ 
ough) 177 

Portman, Mrs William Henry 
(Gainsborough), 177; 136 
Portraits, college founders’, 25; 
full-length, 11-12. 25; imagin¬ 
ary historical, 24-5; royal, 2, 
31 ff., 35, 45-6. 91. 98 
Portsmouth, Duchess of, 66 
Portsmouth, Duchess of (Kneller), 
93; S3 

Poses, Lely’s, 62 
Pot. Hendrik, 39 
Poultry and Ducks (Cradock), no 
Poussin, Gaspard, 162, 163, 164 
Poussin, Nicolas, 67, 81, 164 
Powis, Earl of, (Blijenberch) 32, 
(Romney) 213 
Powys, Mrs Lybbe, 178 
Poyntz, William (Gainsborough), 

177 

Pratt Children (Dance), 184; 163b 
Price Family (Dandridgc), 127; 110 
Price, Francis (Beare), 128 
Prices, artists*: Cooper, 78; Cotes, 
183; Lely, 62; Melville, 102; 
Richardson, 100; Riley and 
Closterman, 91; Soest, 64; Van 
Dyck, 45; Wright, 68 
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Primrose y Sir Archibald (attr, 

Scougal), 244(6)5* 

Prince of lVales*s Phaeton (Stubbs), 
209; 179^ 

Priory Matthew (KncUcr), 93 
Priory Matthew (Richardson), 99 
Prior (jervas), loi 
Priwizer, Johannes, 39 
Proj;>ress of Human Culture (Barry), 
189 

Progress of Virtuey The (Mortimer), 
200; 177 

Prophets (Streeter), 75 
Puget, 84 

Pylades and Orestes (West), 148 

Q 

Quaker Meetings (Hccniskcrk), 110 
Queenhorough Castky Constables of 
(Hoby), 24 
Quesnel, Pierre, 28 
Quincey, R. S. de, 223 

R 

Racine (illustrated Cheron), 114 
Raduourne, (Mortimer) 248 (2i 
Radnor, Earl or, (Eworth) 16 
Raeburn, Sir H., 92, 229, 231 
Rake's Progress (Hogarth)y 115, 120 
Ranibour, 83 

Ramsay, Allan, 112, 115, 116, 118, 
139, 140--3, 152,153, 155. 

156-7, 182, 204, 229 
Raoiix, 113 

Rape ofHuropa (Pellegrini), 85 
RapetfUuropa (Zuccarelli), 167 
Rape of Proserpine (Alexander), 
229; 166b 

Raphael, 190, 191, 212 
Rav, Jan, see Corvus 
Raven, John, see Corvus 
Read, Catherine, 233 
Reader, William, 91 
Reapers, The (Stubbs), 209; 179b 
Rechberc;, von, collection, 
(Walker) 54 

Recruiting officer (Mercier), 131 
Redlynch, 25, 27, (Johnson) 37 
Reeve, Sir Thomas (Amigoni), 
244 (7 

Regatta on the Thames (Griffier), 
106; 86 

Regulus, First Departure of, from 
Rome (West), 191; 170a 
Religious painting, 14 
Rembrandt, 73, 92, 153 
Remee, see Lcemput, van 
Reni, Guido, 158 
Renishaw Hall, (Copley) 192 
Repulse of the Floating Batteries at 
Gibraltar (Copley), 193 


Rest on the Flight (Gcntilcschi), 41 
Resurrection (Ricci), 86 
Return of Orestes (Downinan), 222 
Reyn, J. dc, 47 

Reynolds, Sir Joshua, 88, 91, 98, 
99 . m. 114, 123. 139. 141. 142. 
147, 149. 150, 152-6, 170, 

176,177,180,183,189,191,213, 
219. 235; on Holbein, 7; ‘Dis¬ 
courses*, 148, 154, 176, 187; on 
Wilson, 163,165; Gainsborough 
on, 152; his draughtsmanship, 
152 

Ricard, 83 

Ricci, Marco, 85-6, 163, 173 
Ricci, Sebastiano, 85-6, 87 
Richardson, Jonathan, 91, 98, 99, 
112, 116, it8 , 125, 138; on Van 
Dyck, 46 

Richardson, Jonathan, jnr, 100, 
112 

Richardson, Samuel, 126 
Richardson, Samuel (Highmore), 
126; 108 

Richmond, Cook collection, 
(Gainsborough) 174 
Richmond, Thames at, 40 
Richmond, Duchess of in Man's 
Attire (Huysmans), 65 
Richmond, Duke of, 107 
Richmond, 2nd Duke and Duchess 
of, watching Horses exercising 
(Stubbs), 208; i8o 
Ridley, Sir Matthew White (Hopp- 
ncr), 215 
Rigaud, 94, 121 

Riley, John, 82, 90-1. 93 . 94 . 99 . 
118 

Rinck, Hermann, 2 
Rita, Ritus, see Wright, Michael 
Rizzio, Death of (Opie), 195 
Road by a River, A (Wilson), 166; 
t45 

Roanne, 13 

Roberts, Lieutenant (Reynolds), 
155; 122b 

Rochester, Third Earl of (Hawker), 
72 

Rockingham, Lord, 209 
Rockingham, First Marquess of 
(Richardson), 99 

Rococo style, 174; Dandridgc and, 
127 

Roden, Earl of, (Fuller) 55 
Roestraten, Pieter, 70, 74 
Roman Triumph (Pellegrini), 85 
Romantic Mountain Landscape 
(Gainsborough), 180 
Rome, Palazzo, Corsini, (? Hol¬ 
bein) 9, 13; Santa Marla dei 
Miracoli, (Gascars) 242 (6p» 


Romney, George, 150,182,211-14 
Rookwood, Sir Robert (Wright), 68 
Roos, Lord, 73 

Rosa, Salvator, 150, 162, 180, 200 
Roscommon, Earl of (Maratta), 
244(8)-* 

Rosebery, Earl of, (Wcesop) 48, 
(?Scougall) 244(6)5* 
Rotuermere, Loro, (Mercier) 131 
Rothes, Duke of (Schiinemann), 79 
Rothschild, Lord, (Eworth) 16, 
(Gainsborough) 178 
Rouscl, see Russel 
Roush AM, (Kneller) 93; toy, (Van- 
loo) 138 

Rousseau, Jacques, 84 
Rowlandson, Thomas, 147, 227 
Roxburghe, Duchess of (Richard¬ 
son), 100 

Royal Academy, 113, 121, 134, 
136,140,148,149,150,158,167, 
171, 176, 177, 182 flf. 

Royal Family (Zoftany), 219 
Rubens, 35, 43, 44, 81, 152, 160; 

costume, in ladies* portraits, 125 
Ruisdael, J., 167, 172 
Runciman, Alexander, 109, 150, 
188, 191, 199, 202-3, 229; Self-- 
portrait, 203 

Runciman, John, 149, 188, 202-3, 
229 

Rupert, Prince (Wright), 68 
Rupert {Prince), Col. Murray, and 
Col. Ru.sscll (Dobson), 51-2; 45 
Rusca, 115 

Ruskin, on Wilson, 162 
Russel, Theodore, 72 
Russell, Anthony, 100-1 
Russell, John, 234 
Russell, Col. Hon. John (Wright), 
68 

Russell, Col. John (HayIs), 242(6)** 
Russell, Ladies Diana and Anne 
(?Hales), 242(6)** 

Russell, Sir William (Gheeraerts), 
26 

Russell, Lady (Gheeraerts), 26 
Russell, Lord William, and his 
Dwarf (Priwizer), 39 
Rutland, Duke of, (Van Dyck) 47 
Rutland, Earl of, 32 
Ryck, William dc, 244-5(8)** 

s 

Sadler, Thomas, 72-3 
Sailmakcr, Isaac, 59 
St Evremond, M. de (Kneller), 93 
St Louis, (Holbein) 7, (Mytens) 
35, (Gainsborough) 176 
St Martin’s Lane Academy, 186 
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St PauVs Cathedral (Marlow), 168; 
146 

St Quinton^ Sir William (Gains¬ 
borough), 176; 132 
Salisbury, 73 

Salisbury^ Countess of (Lanier), 39 
Salisbury^ Earl of (de Critz), 26 
Salisbury, 2tid Earl of (Lanier), 39 
Salisbury, Guildhall, (Green- 
hill) 70 

Salisbury, Margaret, Countess of 
(Nat. Port. CLall.), 3; j6 
Salisbury, Marquess or, 2 
Salmond,J.J. W., (Stubbs) 209 
Salter, Mrs (Hogarth), 122 
Saltonstall, Family of Sir Richard 
(dcs Granges), 38; 37 
Sai.tram, (Stuart) 214 
Salioey, Major Richard (Soest), 64 
Saniwcll, Sir Thomas, 131 
Sandby, Paul, 202, 226-7 
Sandby, Thomas, 226 
Sandon, (Richardson) 100, 
(Crank) 247(14)’, (Wheatley) 
221 

Sandrart, J., 39, 67, 71; on Lely, 58 
Sandwich, Earl of, 104 
Sandys, Lord, (Dobson) 52 
Savernake, (Lely) 61 
Sarery, William (Laroon), 244(8)* 
Sawers, John, 57 

ScAMPSTON Hall, (Gainsborough) 
176, 178, (Stubbs) 210 
Scarbrough, P^arl or, (van der 
Mculen) 19 

Scarbrough, Earl of (Knellcr), 94 
ScAWBY, (Stubbs) 228 
Scene from * King John* (Mortimer), 
200 

School, The (Opic), 151, 194; 
Schunemann, L., 79 
Schutz, Haron, 131 
Scotland, portraiture in, 2, 41-2, 
57; landscape in, 109; painting 
in, 28-9, 79-80, 102-3, 202-4, 
229-3 T; history painting in, 203 
Scott, Samuel, J03, 104, 107, 108- 
109, 210, 227; p3 

Scott, Lady Caroline, as Winter 
(Reynolds), 159; 134 
Scougal, 42 
Scougall, David, 79 
Scougall, CJeorge, 79, 80 
Scougall, John, 79, 80 
Scrots, Guillim, 11-13 
Scudamore, Mrs, (Gainsborough) 
180 

Scullion, The (Riley), 90; 81 
Sea painting, 103 ft'. 

Seafield, Countess of, (Jamc- 
sonc) 41 


Seeinaii, Enoch, 115, 128; Self- 
portrait, 128 
Sceman, Isaac, 128 
Sefton,Lord, (Gainsborough) 177 
Segar, Francis, 19 
Segar, Sir William, 19 
Seigar, 19 
Seisenegger, 12, 13 
Serjeant Painters, 3-4, 5, 14, 20, 
25, 27, 48. 75 . 87 
Serres, Dominic, 105 
Seton, John Thomas, 230 
Seven Children of the Duke of 
Somerset (Closterman), 95 
Severus reproaching Caracalla 
(Greuze), 197 
Sewers, John, 57 
Seymour, James, 205, 206 
Seymour, Jane (Holbein), 7, 8, 9; 3 
Shackleton, John, 143 
Shaftesbury, Ecvrl of (Closterman), 
95 

‘Shakespeare’ (illustrated Hay- 
man) 114, 135, 136 
Shakespeare Gallery, Boydell’s, 

151,187, 188, 194, 195, 199, 202 
211, 221, 225 

Shardeloes, 21, (Barlow) 77 
Sharp Family (Zoft'any), 220 
Sharpe,Joshua (Reynolds), 160; 127 
Shee, 216 

Shepherd Boy (Reynolds), 159 
Sheppard, William, 55-6 
Sherborne Castle, 28 
Sheridan, Mrs (Gainsborough), 
178, 179 
Sherwin, 65 

ShirijiY family, (Walker) 54 
Shotover House, (Mercier) 
246(13)^ 

Shovell, Sir Cloudesley (Dahl), 98; 
86b 

Shrimp Girl (Hogarth), 123 
Siberechts, Jan, 76, 106, 109, 205 
Sidney, Lady (Eworth), 237(2)<>, 25 
Sidney, Henry (Lely), 60; 53 
Siena, 21 

Sigismunda (Hogarth), 123, 149; 
104 

Simpson, Christopher (Carwarden), 
56 

Sittow, Michael, 2 

Sitwell, Sir Osbert, (Walton) 

199 

Sitwell Family (Copley), 151, 192 
Skaters on the Serpentine (Row¬ 
landson), 227 
Slaughter, S., 112 
Sledmere, (Romney) 213 
Sleeping Nymphs (Lely), 60 
Sliding on the Ice (Hayman), 137 
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Sloanc, Sir Hans (Richardson), 99 
Smibert, John, 115. 128 
Smith, Sir Jeremy (Lely), 63; 370 
Smith, Thomas (of Derby), 198 
Smith, Admiral Thomas (Wilson), 
164; 128a 

Smyth, Sir Edward (Murray), 100 
Snelling, Matthew, 73 
Snow, Richard (Pond), 138 
Snowdon (Wilson), t66 ; 743 
Snyders, 210 

Society oi- Ani iquaries, see 
London 

Society of Artists, 113, 136, 147, 
149, 150, 176, 208 
Soest, Gerard, 48, 64-5, 91 
Soldi, Andrea, 115, 138 
Solimena, 140 

Solomon and the Queen of Sheba 
(Holbein), 9 
Somer, Bernard van, 31 
Somer, Paul van, 31-2 
Somer Hill (Turner), 167 
Somerset, jrd Duke of (Walker), 54 
Somerset, 3rd Duke of, and Lady 
Eli2:abeth Seymour (Lely), 61 
Soiimans, Willem, 244-5(8)'^ 
Sonnius, 71 

Sophia, Electrcss of Hanover, 46 
Souch, John, 38 
South Sea Bubble, 88 
South Seas, 150 
SOUTHAM DeLABERE, 2 
Southampton, 3rd Earl of (Mytens), 
34 

‘Southern School* of Water¬ 
colorists, 228 

Southill, (Gainsborough) 178, 
(Dupont) 181, (Gilpin) 210 
Spanish Friar (Kneller), 93 
Spencer, Earl (Hoppner), 215 
Spencer, Georgiana, Countess, and 
her Daughter (Reynolds), 149, 
157; 132 

Spencer, Lady, quoted, 170 
Spencer, Lady, and her Son (Riley), 
91 

Spencer, Hon. John, and his Son out 
Shooting (Knapton), 129; log 
Spenser, 200 

Sporting painting, 56, 76-7, 105, 
205-10 

Spynie, Lord (Jamesone), 41 
Squerryes Court, (Vandervaart) 
96, (Dandridge) 127 
Stacie, Joseph, 57 
Stalbemt, Adriaen van, 40 
Stamford, Countess of (Redlynch), 
27; 23 

Stanhope, Hon. Alexander (Clostcr- 
man), 95; 88 
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Stapleton, Sir Philip (Wright). 

243 ( 6)28 

St ARDENS. (Daiidridgc) 127 
Starkey, see Strong 
Status of painter, improvement 
in, 153 

Steele, Christopher, 212 
Steelyard, the London, 7 
Stecnwyck, Hendrik van, 56 
Steer, Wilson, 179 
Sterne, Laurence, 127 
Stcuart, Charles, 230 
Steven, 19 
Stevens, John, 105 
Still-life painting, 74 
Stockholm, (Dahl) 9S 
Stone, Henry, 52-3 
Stone, Simon, 48, 53 
SroNiiLiiKUi Abbey, (Stone) 53, 
(Hawker) 72, (Wilscm) 167 
Storm (Loutherbourg), 223 
Stothard, 202 

StO U RBRIDGE, O LDS W 1 NSTEAD 

Hospital, (Trabute) 72 
Stourhead, T07, (C:(^tes) 182; 

(Wootton) 206, (Wilson) 217; 

2J2 

Stralford, Lady (Jervas), tot 
Strafford and his Secretary (Van 
liyck), 44 

Strafford with the Doj^ (Van Dyck), 
44 

Strange ways, 14 

Stran^waYs, Susanna (Hill), 95, 
Sya 

Stran^ways, Mr and Mrs Thomas 
and Children (Hill), 95 

StR ATT^OUD-ON-AvON , C^ORPORA- 

TiON, (Dance) 184; Memorial 
Theatre, (Van Bleeck) 138, 
217 

Strawberry Girl (Reynolds), 150, 
158 

Streeter, Robert, 3, 75, 81 
Stretes, G., sec Scrots 
Strong, Sampson, 25, 49 
Stuart, ‘Athenian*, 189 
Stuart, Gilbert, 214--15, 230 
Stuart, Mrs James (Mosman), 230 
Stuart, Lords John and Bernard 
(Gainsborough), 176 
Stubbs, George, 149, 205, 206, 
207-9, 210 

Studley Royal, (Wright) 69 
Styles, Mr, 88 
‘Sublime style’, 188 
Sudbury Hall, (Laguerre) 83 
Sudeley Castle, (Corvus) 3 » 
(Fuller) 55 

Suffolk, Duchess of, and Adrian 
Stoke (Eworth), 16 


Suffolk, Margaret Countess of (Rcd- 
lynch), 25, 27; 22 
Sunderland, Charles, Earl of 
(Richardson), 99 

Sunderland, Earl of (Maratta), 
244(8)'* 

Sundon, Lady (Ainigoni), 89 
Susanna and the Elders (Lely), 
241-2(6)'* 

Suthert.and, Duke of, (Gains¬ 
borough) 180 
Swedish painters, 97-8 
Swift, Jonathan, 101 
Swift, Jonathan (Jervas), loi; gib 
Swinburne (Gainsborough), 178 
SwiNTON Park (Carlcton), 37 
Sydney, Barbara Lady, and Six 
Children (Ghecraerts), 26 
Sydney, Sir Henry (Arnolde), 19 
Sydney, Sir Henry (Eworth), 25 
Sykes, Sir Christopher and Lady 
(Romney), 213; 184 
Symbols, 153 
Synionds, Richard, 50 
Syon House, 24613)0, (Van Dyck) 
47, (Greenbury) 49, (Walker) 
.S4, (Lely) 59,24^6)^, (Riley) 91, 
(Closterman) 95, (Dance) 184, 
(Barry) T89, (Stuart) 215 


T 

Tahiti (Hodges), 169; 147a 
Tailfier, 57 

Talbot, Sir Gilbert (Hayls), 242(6)" 
Tavern Door (Morland), 224 
T'aylor, John, 73 
Telfer, 65 

Temple, Susanna (Johnson), 36; 34b 
Teniers, 224 
I'cr Borch, 39 
Terbrugghen, 39 
Texture of painting, ti8 
Thamesfrom above Greemvich (Stal- 
benit), 40; 41 

Theatrical conversation pieces, 217 
Thetis Bringing the Infant Achilles 
to Chiron (Pellegrini), 85 
Thicknesse, Mrs (Ciainsborough), 
176; JJ9 

Thicknesse, Philip (Gainsborough), 
24711 8)7 

Tiitrlestane Castle, (Sceman) 
128, (Ramsay) 157 
Thomson, James, ‘Seasons’, 196 
Thornhill, Sir James, 83, 86-9, 94, 
98, IT3, 117-18 
Thorpe Hall, (Mercier) 132 
I'hrale, Mrs, on Reynolds, 154 
Three Persons viewing *Thc Gladi- 
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ator* by Candlelight (Wright), 
198 

Three Princesses (Copley), t92 
rhrumpton, T., 232 
Tiepolo, 85 

Tillemans, Peter, 133,134, 205, 206 
Tilncy, Earl, 132 
'I'ilson, Henry, 69, 95, (j6, 97 
Titian, 6, tt-T2, 54, 153; iiiHuencc 
on Van Dyck, 44 
Toledo (Ohio), (Beechey), 216 
roms, Peter, 182 
'Lonson, Jacob (Kneller), 94; 83a 
Torriano, Samuel (Ramsay), 141; 
122a 

Torrigiano, Pietro, 5 
Toto, Anthony, 4-5, 14 
Toulouse Museum, (Verrio) 82 
Tourarde, Michael, 82 
Tower of London (Scott), loS; 9 3 
Towneley, Charles, Among his 
Marbles (Zoffany), 220 
'rrabutc, William, 72 
Tradescant, Hester, and Stepson (dc 
Critz), 48 

Tradescant, John, with Spade (de 
Critz), 48 

Tradescant, John, and Zythepsa (de 
Critz), 48-9; 4 3 

'rradescant,John, Jnr (dc Critz), 48; 
44b 

Trees, paintings of, 227 
Iribunaofthe UJfi2:i (Zoffany), 220 
Triptych (Hogarth), 123 
Triumph of Poverty (Holbein), 7 
Triumph of Truth (Reynolds), 187 
Triumph of Venus (Ricci), 86 
Triumph of Wealth (Holbein), 7 
Tromp, Admiral (Kneller), 92 
Troost, 229 

Trotter, Thomas (Millar), 230 
Troy, Jean-Francois dc, 94, 118 
Tudor-Craig, Sir Al(;ernon, 
(Murray) 100 

7 urk on Horseback (Eworth), 48; / / 
Turner, J. M. W., 103, 147, t66, 
167, 223, 225 

Tweeddale, John, 2nd Marquess of, 
(Socst), 64; 62 

Tweeddale, Marquess of (Kneller) 
244(8 )'5 

Tweeddale, Marquess of (Maratta), 
24418)'* 

Turisden collection, (Socst) 64 
Two Bunches of Grapes (Largil- 
lierrc), 74 

Tyninghame, (jamesone) 4T, 42, 
(Gainsborough) 175 
Tyrconnel, Viscount, and his Family 
(Mercier) 131; 113 
Tyson, Edward (Lilley), 96 
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U 

Ufpington, (Hayls) 64 
UcrBROOKK, (Rocstraeten) 74 
U^olino (Reynolds), 158 
Ulysses and Penelope (at Hard¬ 
wick), 17 

Uncultivated Genius^ The (Allan), 
204 

Unransomed, The (Wilson), 166 
Upton House, (Hogarth) 121. 
(Pond) 138, (Stubbs) 209, 
(Wheatley) 220 

V 

Van Akcn, see Akcn 
Vanbrugh, vSir John, 85 
Vanhrughy Sir John (Kncller), 94 
Vanderbaiik, John, 85, 106, 113, 
114. 115, 118, 125, 127 
Vandcrcydcn, jeremias, 73 
Vandcrgucht. Benjamin, 219 
Vandermculcn, Antony, 206 
Vanderwaart, John, 96 
Van dc Velde, Willem, snr, 103 
Van de Velde, Willem, jnr, 103 
Van Dyck, Sir Anthony, 33,34,35, 
37 . 43 - 8 , 50-1. 52, 54 , 5 ^ 59 . 
140, 152, 153, 176; his studio, 
47-8. 53; self-portraity 53-4; 5oa 
Van Loo, Jean-Baptiste, 115, 122, 
138,139 

Vanson, Adriaen, 28 

Vauxhall Gardens, 114, 135, 136, 

137 

Velazquez, 35, 67, 95 
Ven House, (Bcare) 128 
Vendetta portraits, 28-9 
Venetian Girl at a Window (Mcr- 
cier), 131 

Venetian pictures, Charles Ts, 
35 

Venus (Holbein), 6 
Venus (Lely), 241-2(6)* 

Vcrelst. Harman, 96-7 
Vcrelst, John, 246(12^* 

Vcrclst, William, 133 
Vcrnct, Claude-Joseph, 164, 168, 
198, 223 

Vernotiy Admiral (Gainsborough), 

175 

VernoHy Mr (Kncller), 92 
VernoHy Mrs (Murray), too 
Veronese, Paolo, 85 
Verrio, Antonio, 63, yen 81-3, 84, 
86, 90 

Vertiie, George, 111-12; on crayon 
painting, 233 

VertuCy George (Richardson), 100; 
gob 

Vestier, 201 


Vesuvius (Wright), 198 
Vienna, (Holbein) 7, (Seisenegger) 
13 

Vinckeboons, David, 40 
Vispre, Francois Xavier, 234 
Vlicgcr, Simon de, 103 
Vogclarius, Levinus, 29 
Vulpc, Vincent, 4 
Vyner, Sir Robert, 68 
Vyner, Family of Sir Robert 
(Wright), 69; 67 

w 

W., L. 49 

Waddesdon, (Gainsborough) 178 
Wagery Sir Charles (Kncller), 93 
WaleSy Augusta Princess of (Ram¬ 
say), 143 

Wales, Frederick Prince of, 114, 

131,219 

WaleSy Frederick Prince oj' (Dand- 
ridge), 127 

Walesy Frederick Prince of (Mer- 
cier), 131; 114b 

WaleSy Frederick Prince of and hk 
Sisters at Concert (Mcrcier), 131 
Wales, George Prince of (Ramsay), 

143 

Wales, Prince of as St George 
(Barry), 189 

Wales, Princess of and her FJght 
Children (Knapton), 129 
Wales, Princess of and her Children 
(Du Pan), 115 
Walker, Robert, 53-5 
Wall paintings, 28 
Waller, Edmund (Kncller), 93 
Walpole, Horace, 147; on Arun¬ 
del, 34; on Hayrnan, 136; on 
Liotard, 233; on Ramsay and 
Reynolds, 143, 156, 157; on 
Richardson, 98-9; on Scott, 
T04; on ‘wit’, 153; on Zoffany, 
218, 220 

Walpole. Sir Robert, loi 
‘ Walpole, Sir Robert, in the Painter's 
Studio* (Hayrnan), 136; i2oh 
Walton, Henry. 199-200, 220 
Walton, Izaak (Huysmans), 65 
Walton, Izaak, jnr (Huysmans), 65 
Wanley, Humphrey (Hill), 95 
Wanstead House, (Nolickens) 
132 

Wanstead House, Assembly at 
(Hogarth), 119 

Wanton Servant in her Bed¬ 
chamber (Northcote), 195 
Ward, James, 210 
Ward, Seth, Bishop of Salisbury 
(Greenhill), 70 


Ward, William, 224 
Wardour Castle, (Wright) 67 
68, 243(6>**, (Tilson) 96 
Warham, Archbishop (Holbein), 6 
Warren, Sir George and Lady and 
their Daughter (Romney), 212 
Warwick Castle, (after Holbein) 
9, (Hilliard) 21 
Warwick, Earl of, 108 
Warwick, Earl of Daughters of 
(Gascars), 66 

Washington, (after Holbein) 9, 
(Gainsborough) 178, (Stuart) 
215 

Watercolours, 225 ff. 

Watteau, Antoine, 113, 118, 131, 
132 

Wedding at Horsleydown (Hoef- 
nagcl), 28 

Wedgwood, 197, 198, 199, 208 
Weedon, Thomas (Greenhill), 71 
Weesop, 48 

W EL BECK, (Hilliard) 21, 25, 

(? Oliver) 27, (? Mytens or 

Johnson) 36, (van Diepenbeckc) 
56, (Socst) 64, (Wright) 67, 73, 
(Ricci) 86, (Richardson) 99, 
(Murray) 100, (jervas) loi, 
(Wootton) 205 

Welshpool, (Heemskerk) no 
Wemyss Castle, (des Granges) 38 
Wentworth Woodhouse, 
(Mytens) 35, 242(6)'*, (Lely) 
61, (Stubbs) 208, (Gilpin) 209 
Wentworth, Ladies Anne and Ara¬ 
bella (Lely), 61 

West, Benjamin, 148, 149, 150, 
185, 188, 189, 190-2; on Stuart, 
214 

Westcombe House, Blackheath (Lam¬ 
bert), 107; 96 

Westminster, Duke or, (Van 
Dyck) 54, (Gainsborough) 179 
Westminster Abbey, (J.C!.) 37 
Westminster Bridge, Arch of (Scott), 
109; g^b 

Westminster Bridge, Building of 
(Scott), 108 

Weston Park, (Pine) 186 
Wett, Jacob dc, 80 
Wheatley, Francis, 151, 204, 220-- 
221, 224 

Whistlejacket (Stubbs), 208 
Whitbread, Samuel (Gainsbor¬ 
ough), 178 

Whitbread, Samuel (Romney), 212 
Whitbread’s Brewery pictures, 
181 

Whitchurch, (Bcllucci) 86 
White Monk, The (Wilson) 166 
Whitehall, 60; 68, 74, 82 
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Whitehall, Banqueting Hall ceiling, 
43 . 8i 

Whitehall, John (Highmore), 126 
Whitley, on Gainsborough, 172 
Whood, Isaac, 128 
Widow, Portrait of a (Borsselaer), 
243 ( 6 ) 3 ^ 

Wife, Portrait of his (Ramsay), 
142-3; i23a 
Wilde, Samuel dc, 219 
Wilkie, Sir David, 137, 194, 204 
William III, Landing of (Thorn¬ 
hill), 86 

William, Prince (of Orange) (van 
der Faes), 241(6)^ 

Williams, Lord Keeper (J.C.), 37 
Williams, Lord Keeper (Jackson), 41 
Willison, George, 231 
Wills, Rev. James, 116, 122, 135, 

137 

Wilson, Benjamin, 217-18, 221 
Wilson, Richard, 76, 107, 116, 
154, 162-9. 196 
Wilton, Earl of, (Peake) 27 
Wilton, (Cleyn) 41; (Van Dyck) 
47, 48, 159, (after Stonier) 
240(5)*°, (Richardson) 99, (Lam¬ 
bert) 107 

Wilton, Views of (Wilson), 167; 
144 

WiNCHiLSEA, Earl or, 25 
Winckelmann, 188 
Windsor Beauties (Lely), 62-3, 93 
Windsor Castle, 2, (Holbein) 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, (?Scrots) 13, 
(Eworth) 17, (van Somer) 32, 
(Mytens) 34, (Stalbemt) 40, 
(Van Dyck) 45-^. 47 ,59. (Huys- 
mans) 65, (Dankerts) 76, (Ver- 
rio) 82, (Riley) 90. (Du Pan) 
115, 133. (ZuccareUi) 163, 

(Gainsborough) 172, 177, 

(Beechey) 216, (Zoffany) 220, 
(Sandby) 226, (Cotes) 233 
Windsor, Edward, Lord (Earl of 
Plymouth), 14-15 
Windsor, Thomas, Lord (van 
Somer), 32 
Winstanlcy, n6 


WiNTON Castle, (Paton) 80 
Wishart, Sir James (Dahl), 98 
Wissing, Willem, 65, 71, 90, 92, 
96 

‘Wit*, H. Walpole on, 153 
‘Wit’s Commonwealth’, 19 
Woburn, (after Holbein) 9, 
(Custodis) 20, 21, 25, (Ghcc- 
raerts) 26, (Priwizer) 39, (Hayls) 
242(6)”, (Riley) 91, (Gains¬ 
borough) 174 
Wolcot, Jolm, 194 
Wolfe, Death of (Barry), 189, 
248(20)^ 

Wolfe, Death of (Pcmiy), 149, 195; 
i6Sa 

Wolfe, Death of (Romney), 212 
Wolfe, Death of (West), 190, 191- 
192, 150; 168b 

Wollaston Family (Hogarth), 119, 
127; 97 

Wollaston, William (Gainsbor¬ 
ough), 175; 15j 

Wollaton Hall and Park (Sibcrechts), 
76 

Wolscy, Cardinal, 5 
Woodcock, Robert, 104 
Woodman, The (Gainsborough), 
180 

Woottoii, John, 105, io6, 162, 
205-6 

Wordsworth, 180 
Worsdale, James, 244(8)'' 

Worslcy, Lady (Reynolds), 159; 

Wothen Family (Knapton), 129 
Wotton, Sir Henry, 26 
Wouters, Frans, 56, 65 
Wouvcrnians, Philip, 223 
Wrestling Scene Jrom *As You Like 
It' (Hayman), 136; iig 
Wright, Andrew, 4 
Wright, Joseph (‘Wright of 
Derby’), 149, 150. 188, 197-9, 
200, 208 

Wright, Michael, 66-70, 79, 90, 
92, 95. 232 

Wright, Michael, jnr, 243 (6)” 
Wrotham Park, (Wilson) 165 


Wroxton, 25, (attr. des Granges) 
38 

Wyck, Jan, 105, to6, 205 
Wyck, Thomas, 105 
Wykeham Abbey, (Cunney) 56 
Wynants,Jan, 172 
Wyndham, Captain Thomas 
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